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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir may not be out of to remind all whom it may concern 
that the first day on which the Vacation Court sits is Tuesday 
next, the 20th inst., and that any required for the cases 
in the list for that day should be left with the cause clerk at 
Room 136 on Saturday, the 17th inst., before two o’clock. The 
first day of chamber business in the Queen’s Bench Division 
will be Thureday, the 29nd inst. 





On rue last day of the Trinity Sittings 
C Division was at the Law Courts. 
the Court of Appeal rose on Friday. As 
appeals there are twenty-five remanets, and 
possi —— —— number ; - pot a 
AUGHAN WILLIAMS, Francis JEUNE, 
Gonz. Barnes were the only other judges who sat on 
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dent has perhaps overlooked one point decided in Re 
A oll : Corselhis (35 W. R. 309, 34 Ch. D, 675). Of the various items 
of profit 











banking and mercantile agency, and mercantile usages. It is 
perhaps, to see how an action on a bill of exchange 
given as the price of goods can be otherwise than commercial, 
and the plaintiff suing on such a bill is entitled to all the 
facilities the law can give him. But so also is every plain- 
tiff. Indeed, the greater the success of the Commercial Court 
the more unfair does its existence become towards all suitors 
who for good or bad reasons are excluded from it. If it is an 
advantage to give a judge special seisin of all actions in a given 
list from the commencement of proceedings, and to let him 
regulate the progress of the case up to trial, and fix a date for 
trial, exactly the same advantage should be given to the parties 
in all actions. The only justification for the recent departure is 
that a particular class of suitors are likely to be lost to the 
courts unless the law will adapt itself to their requirements. 
But do not the judges, in practically admitting this, admit also 
that they are more anxious to convert business men from the 
errors of arbitration than to consider the interests of litigants as 
a whole? 





Pare nana aaa 
Our READERS will find elsewhere a letter in which an esteemed 
correspondent combats the opinion we recently expressed (ante, 
p. 664) that the earaokee + = Act, 1895, does not 
enable a solicitor- @ usual costs. e adopted 
this view with reluctance, and we are not surprised that it has 
encountered criticism. As we pointed out, the terms of the Act 
are no doubt wide enough to include the case of an advance by 
a solicitor-trustee, and the Act clearly gets rid of any disquali- 
fication attaching to him by reason of the fact that he is acting 
for himself as paenges or for himself and his co-trustees as 
mortgagees. It may be granted that the solicitor will in all 
cases be entitled, in the first instance, to receive the usual costs 
from the mortgagor, or out of the mortgaged estate, just as 
though he were neither mortgagee nor trustee. But does the 
Act, in getting rid of the disqualification as mortgagee, get rid 
also of fhe consequences incident to the office of trustee? The 
rule is that a trustee is not to make any profit out of his office, 
and, if he does receive any reward for work done in connection 
with the trust, he must account for it to the trust estate. Our 


oo 
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-costs, there in question, one consisted of costs of 
preparing leases, which were paid by the lessees, and it was 
eld that the solicitor-trustee was bound to account for these to 
the trust estate. This was put in the Court of Appeal on the 
Da that the trustee had in fact employed himeelt, and the 
ecision seems to cover the case where a solicitor-trustee, on 
making an advance, receives from the mortgagor his costs as 
mortgagee. No doubt there is much force in our correspondent’s 
ent that, under the Act, the solicitor-mortgagee is entitled 
to be remunerated as if the mortgage were made to a stranger 
who is neither solicitor nor trustee, and it would certainly be a 
strong measure to deprive the solicitor of remuneration actually 
taken into his own hands under statutory authority. But still 
the fact remains that, while the Act divides the solicitor- 
mortgagee into two characters—solicitor and an imaginary 
—there is no separation of the offices of trustee and 
solicitor where the solicitor is also a trustee. Although, then, 
the r can no longer benefit, yet does the Act absolve 
the solicitor from the duty of accounting to the trust estate for 
the he receives? As our correspondent points out, 
@ solicitor-mortgagee is as often a trustee of the money he 
advances as not, and it is unfortunate the point was not 
expressly dealt with in the Act. 


Tue supGment of the Court of Appeal in Re England (ante, p 
704) is ee From the form of the decision of cae 
wicu, J. (43 W. R. 491), it might have been expected that the 


appeal would have settled the law between the conflicting authori- 
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tie: of v. Morley (1 De G. & J. 1) and Coope v. Cresswell 

(L. RB. 2). ‘Tis uestion is as to the effect of the pay 
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vice versed? Both the cases mentioned above were decided on 
section 5 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 43; but Roddam v. Morley went on 
the principle that payment of interest by any nm liable to 
pay sets free the action on the specialty generally, and not only 
as against the person paying ; Coope v. Cresswell on the page. 
that the payment affects only the person paying, and d j 
stop the running of the statute in favour of others. e have 
already referred, in noticing the judgment of Kzxewicu, J., in 
the present case (ante, p. 576), to the preference evinced in 
recent cases for the principle of Roddam v. Morley, and, in 
applying it, it is to be noticed that the payment need not be 
made by a person liable to pay. The devisee of real estate 


never is posal liable to pay a charge upon it, but if he does 
not pay, he is liable , and it seems ig 
enough to make the pay im @ payment for the 
purposes of the statute (Zoft v. Stephenson, 1 De M. & G., p. 
40). At the present time, as was decided in Sutton v. Sutton 
(31 W. R. 369, 22 Ch. D. 511), sums of money charged on land, 
and also secured by covenant, are within section 8 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, and the lapse of twelve years 
without acknowledgment or payment of interest bars the real 
and the personal remedy alike. But under this section there 
seems to be exactly the same question as under 3 & 4 Will. 4, o, 
42. A good payment to stop the statute can be made by any 
person interested to have the payment made, but is it effectual 
only against himself or against all persons liable? Probably it 
is effectual against all persons liable. In the language of 
Roddam vy. Morley, it sets free the action generally. But the point 
remains unsettled. In Re England the Court of Appeal gave their 
decision upon another ground. A debt secured by covenant and 
charged on land was made the subject of a marriage settlement. 
The debtor devised the land in fee to the tenant for life under 
the settlement. Ordinarily under such circumstances the rents 
of the lands are deemed to be applied in payment of the interest 
so as to prevent the operation of the statute; but the Court of 








Appeal appear to have held that a fictitious payment of this 
Kind cannot be_ relied upon to Keep up the chatge against the 
personal es in & case where the devisee of the land is 
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A pisposition of property may, it seems, be voluntary, so as, 
in the case of a person dying before the Ist of August, 1894, to 
render the property subject to account stamp duty under section 
38 (2) (6) of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1881, 
although it is made in pursuance of a contract founded upon 
valeablo consideration. The section provides that property 
subject to the duty shall include property which the absolute 
owner voluntarily causes to be vested in himself and any other 
person jointly, so that, on his death, the beneficial interest shall 
accrue by survivorship to such other person. In the recent case 
of Attorney-General v. Ellis (ante, p. 709), a husband and his 
wife contributed equally out of their several estates towards the 
purchase of stock, which was placed in their joint names. The 
purchase was made in pursuance of a verbal agreement that, on 
the decease of whichever of the two should die first, the stock 
should belong to the survivor absolutely. The husband died 
first, and the question then arose whether this was a voluntary 
disposition within the meaning of the section above referred to. 
The executors of the husband, inst whom the duty was 
claimed, contended that the disposition was in pursuance of an 
arrangement founded upon mutual promises—in other words, 
upon a contract for valuable consideration ; but the force of the 
contention is weakened by the express enactment of section 11 
of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1889, that the property 

ified in the Act of 1881 shall include property purchased by 
the absolute owner, “either by himself alone or in concert or by 
an arrangement with any other person.” Now, as the property 
is by hypothesis to to the survivor, the “ arrangement” 
seems to contemplate just such a transaction as in the present 
case. Each contributes to the joint purchase upon the 
mutual understanding that the survivor is to take the whole. 
Since, therefore, the of 1889 is simply defining what is a 
voluntary disposition, it seems to follow that a disposition is 
none the less voluntary because it is made in —— of 
mutual promises. The Divisional Court (Lord Russzit, OJ, 
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and Cuartzs, J.) accordingly took this view, and held the 
husband’s estate to be liable for the duty. It has been already 
held that what is a voluntary settlement under the Act of 1881 
is not to be determined simply by a consideration of what would 
formerly have been held to be a bond fide conveyance for good 
consideration under section 4 of 27 Eliz. c. 4 (Crossman v. 
The Queen, 18 Q. B. D., p. 264). Under the Finance Act, 1894, 
the question cannot arise, since section 38 of the Act of 1881, as 
amended by section 11 of the Act of 1889, is to be read for the 
purpose of estate duty as though the word “ voluntarily” was 
omitted (Finance Act, 1894, s. 2 (c) ). 





Ir 18 staTep that the election of a member of the present 
Parliament is likely to raise the question of the eligibility of 
persons in holy orders to sit in the House of Commons. The 
point was, until the beginning of the present century, a doubtful 
one, but in 1801, owing to the election of the Rev. J. Hornz 
Tooxe for the borough of Old Sarum, the House of Commons 
ordered an inquiry into the matter. The authorities were found 


. to be uncertain, and in consequence the Act 41 A 3, c. 63, 
was passed. The present law on the subject is e found in 


this statute and the Clerical Disabilities Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. 
c. 91). The first section oF tie former of these Acts provides 
that ‘‘no person having been ordained to the office of priest or 
deacon, is or shall be capable of being elected to serve in Par- 
liament as a member of the House of Commons.” The second 
section provides “that if any person having been ordained to the 
office of priest or deacon, or being a minister of the Church of 
Scotland, shall hereafter be elected to serve in Parliament as 
aforesaid, such election and return shall be void”; and that “if 
any such person shall presume to sit or vote as a member of the 
House of Commons, he shall forfeit the sum of £500 for every 
day in which he shall sit or vote in the said House to any person 
or persons who shall sue for the same.” The last section of the 
same Act provides that proof of celebration of Divine service 
according to the rites of the Church of England shall be primd 
facie evidence of ordination. The Clerical Disabilities Act of 
1870 provides (section 3) that any person admitted to the office 
of minister in the Church of England may, after having resigned 
every benefice held by him, execute a deed of relinquishment in 
the form given in the second schedule to the Act, and cause the 
same to be enrolled in the High Court of Chancery and deliver 
an office copy to the bishop. At the expiration of six months 
after an office copy has been delivered to the bishop, he shall on 
application cause it to be recorded in the registry of the diocese, 
and thenceforth the minister shall, among other things, be dis- 
charged and freed from all disabilities to which, if the Act had 
not been passed, he would by force of any of the enactments 
mentioned in the first schedule to the Act or of any other law, 
have been subject as a person who had been admitted to the 
office of minister in the Church of land. The first schedule 
mentions the Act 41 Geo. 3, c. 63. It is clear, therefore, that 
the election of a person who has been ordained a deacon is void, 
and that he is ineligible to sit or vote in the House, unless he 
has complied with the formalities prescribed by the Act of 1870, 
It cannot be said that section 4 of 41 Geo. 3, c. 63, which 
vides that celebration of Divine service shall be primd facie 
evidence of ordination, makes such celebration a necessary 
condition precedent to the avoidance of the ordained person’s 
election to Parliament. 





A CORRESPONDENT, whose letter we print in another column, 
raises the question as to the qualification of county magistrates 
who sit as such by virtue of their office as chairmen of 
district councils, We do not think that either the estate quali- 
fication or the occupation qualification is necessary. The neces- 
sity for the estate qualification is clearly excluded by the 
provisions of the Local Government Act, 1894, that the chair- 
man, while he must take the ordinary oaths—namely, the oath 
of allegiance and the judicial oath—need not take the oath 
respecting the qualification by estate. This can only mean that 
he need not have the qualification, and since the occupation 
qualification is simply an alternative to the estate quali 
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m the general rule that a i must have the 
qualification. The statute 38 & 39 Vict. c. 54, provides 
notwithstanding anything in 18 Geo. 2, c, 20,a | orcaee i 
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away with the necessity e estate qualificati question 
of i occupation qualification becomes immaterial. If 
chairman had it, it would not assist him. He is already saved 
from the disqualifying effect of 18 Geo. 2, ¢. 20, and that is 
sufficient. 
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until the recent case, there had been no decision ~~ © 
in the Probate and Divorce Division, although we believe that a 
rule of practice to this ont ve been laid down by Sir “ae 
Hannen for the guidance © registrar upon taxation. Upon 
appeal to the learned President in Rs v. Richardson, he 
upheld the decision of the regi 


(1895, P. 276), and the 
Court of Appeal have now his decision. 








THE JUDICATURE ACTS, 1873-1894. 


In a paper contributed to the Law Quarterly Review for January, 
1886, the late Lord Bowszn reviewed the operation of the 
Judicature Acts, and made various ee as to the lines 
upon which, in his opinion, the er d t of the 
system established by the Act of 1878 ought to proceed, 
Roughly speaking, Lord Bowzn’s article appeared at a time 
mid-way between the commencement of the system created by 
the first Judicature Act, which came into ion in Novem- 
ber, 1875, and the present date. Lord Bowzn wrote when the 


new system had been in practical operation for some ten years. 
During that period the principal Act had been ented by 
six other Acts, all of great importance. — e ten years 
which have elapsed since Lord Bowsy’s article a we 
have had a sufficient number of “‘ new” Judicature (not to 


mention the Officers’ Bill of last Session) to shew that the 
efforts of the Legislature in the direction of the 
and development of our system of 
fairly continuous, though possi 
piece-meal. 
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qualification, 
it follows that he need not have that either. It may also be 
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twenty years of practical experience, the time has surely come 
when the Judicature Acts and the Rules of the Supreme Court 
may be amended, systematized, and consolidated, and then let 
alone. 

To return to Lord Bowrn. The evil for which the learned 
judge, writing in 1886, was seeking to find a remedy was the 
accumulation of arrears. ‘‘I believe,” he says, “‘so far, at 
least, as the Common Law Courts are concerned, that arrears 
are the result, not of over-pressure of business, but of the 
transition from the old system to the new, which has as yet 
resulted in a less complete adjustment of the legal machinery 
than that wnich may be reasonably hoped for in the course of 
time.” The “course of time” has, so far, seen three new 
Judicature Acts and many batches of new rules, resulting, no 
doubt, in a “‘ more complete adjustment of the legal machinery.” 
Nowadays, we hear very little of the inability of the courts to 
cope with the pressure of legal business. The complaint now 
is not over-pressure, but stagnation. 

The first question with which Lord Bowen deals in the article 
to which we have referred is an enquiry as to the possibility of 
increasing the number of single judge courts for the trial of 
nisi prius cases by withdrawing judges from courts in Banc. 
When Lord Bowen wrote it was no unusual thing to see a 
divisional court constituted of three judges dealing with cases 
of quite an ordinary character. This involved an obvious waste 
of judge-power. Nowadays, a divisional court consisting of 
three judges is very seldom formed, and it is now only so 
constituted for the purpose of deciding cases of very special 
difficulty or importance. We shall probably have to wait some 
time for the realization of Lord Bowen’s ideal of eight common 
law judges sitting simultaneously in London trying nisi prius 
cases; but the waste of judge-power in divisional courts no 
longer operates to prevent this being accomplished. The real 
difficulty, of course, lies in the present system of circuit arrange- 
ments, as to which it may be said that the scheme now in 
operation, though far from perfect, is the most satisfactory 
which has hitherto been devised. 

Lord Bowen then passes to consider the suggestion—for at 
the time he wrote it was merely a suggestion—that motions for 
new trials should be taken immediately by the Court of Appeal. 
He wrote: ‘‘In theory the plan appears excellent. It would 
substitute a single appeal for two appeals, and so far diminish 
the expenses of litigation. But the serious difficulty in the way 
of such a change arises from the grave doubt whether the Court 
of Appeal, though relieved of late from the necessity of going 
circuit, could possibly despatch the additional amount of business 
thus thrown upon its hands. I have no hesitation in 
saying that, constituted as it is at present, the Appeal Court is 
absolutely unable to cope with anything like such an influx of 

business. . . . Ifany change is to be made by the Queen’s 
Bench in the organization of its affairs, it must be sought, I 
fear, in some other direction.” Here, as every lawyer knows, 
Lord Bowen’s predictions have been completely falsified by the 
course of events. Since 1890 motions for new trials in cases tried 
bya jury have gone direct to the Court of Appeal, but the Court 
of Appeal have been able to keep well abreast of their work. 
Not only has the Court of Appeal been perfectly able to cope 
with the extra work in respect of motions for new trials imposed 
—_ them by the Judicature Act of 1890, but the further 
obligation of hearing appeals in matters of practice and 
= which formerly went to a divisional court, imposed 
by the Judicature Act, 1894, does not seem to have in any way 
inconvenienced the lords justices, or to have interfered to any 
appreciable extent with the ordinary business of the Court of 
Appeal, and yet Lord Bowen, writing in 1886, said, ‘‘ Reasons 
similar to those I have mentioned with reference to new trials 
render it practically impossible that appeals from chambers 
should pass immediately to the Court of Appeal.” In connection 
with the Judicature Act of i804 it is curious to note that the 
Act which was mainly intended to restrict the right of appeal 
has, per incuriam or otherwise, created a right of appeal Shih 
did not previously exist. Before the Lone of this enactment 

hy Soniien of a divisional court on appe m a county co 

ae Deal, and no appeal Jay from the refusal of ¢ 
eave (Kay v. Briggs, 22 Q. B. 






















343). Now, by virtue of section 1, sub-section (5) of the 
Judicature Act, 1894, the Court of Appeal can give @ to 
appeal in these cases where the Divisional Court has refuseg it, 

‘Tord Bowen did not view with favour the proposal that a 
judge should sit in open court, instead of at chambers, u 
appeals from the master, on the P< that it would “‘ entail a 
substantial increase in costs of litigation, unless solicitors’ 
clerks, who at present have audience in chambers, were accorded 
a similar privilege in open court.” Nevertheless the Council 
of Judges who sat in 1892, and published their rosolutions 
in June of that year, approved of the pro change, with a 
modification rendered necessary by the difficulty as to the right 
of audience referred to by Lord Bowrzn. The judges recom- 
mended that where an appeal from the master to the judge is to 
be attended by counsel on both sides, it should be heard bya 
judge in court, and that where an ap is to be attended on 
one side by a solicitor or a solicitor’s clerk it should be heard by 
a judge in chambers. This is one of the recommendations of 
the judges contained in the resolutions of June, 1892, which has 
not yet been carried into effect. We venture to think that the 
change would be welcomed by all practitioners in the Queen’s 
Bench Division. 

After pointing out than an economy in judge-power might be 
effected in regard to election petitions, were it not for the fact 
that ‘a needless susceptibility of the legislature demands that 
two judges should, in each case, be told off to perform labours 
that could, with equal ease and efficiency, be unduesganebly 
performed by one,” and protesting vehemently against’ the idea 
of laying sacrilegious hands upon the long vacation, Lord Bowzn 
proceeds to criticize the working of the Chancery Division. We 
propose to reserve our observations on his criticisms and, sug- 
gestions with reference to the Chancery Division, as’ Viewed by 
the light of subsequent events, for some future occasion. 














THE REPORT ON COMPANY LAW, 


II. 

In our former article we stated the general effect of the report 
of the Board of Trade Committee, and dwelt in some detail on 
the attitude adopted towards ‘‘one-man” companies. The 
bulk of the report is naturally concerned with the protection of 
the two classes of persons who are interested in the prosperity of 
companies—the shareholders and the creditors. So far as the 
shareholders are concerned, the report may be described as 
insisting on the following points :—The company ought to start 
business with such capital and under such conditions as to have 
a reasonable chance of success ; intending investors should be 
fully informed as to material facts; the shareholders ought at 
an early date to obtain real control over the affairs of the com- 
pany ; and the liability of promoters and directors should be 
clearly defined. In all this there is very little that is new in 
principle. The suggestions for the official supervision of the 
formation of companies, and for double registration, the first 
registration rim | provisional only, are, as we have already 
stated, set aside by the committee. Official supervision is im- 
practicable, and double registration, it is observed, would entail 
additional complication, delay, and expense in the formation of 
companies, without affording any real protection to the public. 
The committee are altogether opposed to any interference with 
the existing facilities for forming companies save where the 
necessity for such interference is - Res roved. ‘One of the 
rage ogee | features of the English baw,” says the report, 
‘is the facility for the formation of a company, and your 
committee do not doubt that such facility brings to this 
country enterprises and business for which the required 
capital might otherwise be sought elsewhere.” Hence the 
recommendations are confined to a strengthening in certain 
particulars of the existing Jaw. No fundamental changes are 
pro , 

‘There is no more frequent cause of disaster,’ it is said, 
“than allotment upon insufficient capital.” At the same time 
it is felt to be impossible to fix a proportion applicable to all 
companies of the amount of share — to be oalosthned before 








an allotment may be made. cee proposed is to require 
the promoters to fix beforehan minimum subscription on 
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which t irectors will proceed to allotment, and_to state it in 
the memorandum or articles in the It will 
consequently be for the intending shareholder to decide in each | diligence ha 


particular case whether the specified minimum is in his opinion 


a proper one. In addition to allotment on insufficient subserip- fi 


tion, the typical cause of failure and of loss and disaster to 
shareholders is said to be the loading of the a a 
device to put money in the pockets of the promoters and their 
friends, which the report proceeds to describe in detail. This 
matter also is dealt with by provisions relating to eed ype ge 
Shareholders are to know all the facts connected with the 
purchase of the concern in which they are invited to invest their 
money, and the result of gen, down in black and white all 
the intermediate profits—if only this regulation can be enforced 
—should be to materially reduce these profits. Promoters will 
no longer be able to get from investors the sum required by the 
original vendor, and as much again for themselves. Similarly 
the necessity for stating the minimum subscription for allot- 
ment, while in form it simply submits the matter to the judg- 
ment of investors, will y secure the fixing of an adequate 
amount. Promoters will have to fix such a minimum as be 
likely to attract investors. 
It appears, then, that the first point insisted on in the 

—the securing that the company shall start with a fair amount 
of success—is closely connected with the second—the necessity 
of securing to intending investors full information as to material 
facts. At present the statutory enactment on this head is con- 
tained in seghion.38 of the Companies Act, 1867, relating to the 
disclosure of con It is proposed to terminate the difii- 
culties to which the construction of this section has given rise, 
by repealing it altogether, and substituting a clause which 
shall retain its essential part without its defects. The section, 
the committee observe, is at once too wide and too narrow. 
Although it has been held to refer only to material contracts 
—that is, contracts a knowledge of which would affect the mind 
of a prudent investor in determining whether he will subscribe 
for shares (Sullivan v. Meteglfe, 5 O. P. D. 465) ; yet in terms 
the section requires disclosure of the dates of, and names of the 
parties to, every contract entered into by the company, or by the 
promoters or directors, before the issue of the prospectus. On 
the other hand, it does not require that the contracts shall 


open for inspection by intending investors, nor does it spply to |i 


an issue of debentures. Moreover, investors are usually re- 
quired to waive the ae of the section, although it has 
never been determined whether the waiver is effectual. 


The principle which the committee desire to_establish is the 
re of every material co: circumstance in ever) 






















pros ectus invi ng ubscription to shares or deber 
and the on of @ waiver clause; but to avoid, as 
possible, doubts as to what circumstances are material, the 


2 

clause of the Bill which is intended to carry this principle into 
effect (clause 14) sets out in much detail the items which every 
prospectus is to state. The sub-clauses are thirteen in number, 
and include provisions for stating the names, addresses, and 
qualification shares of the directors; the minimum subscription 
for allotment; the number and amount of shares issued as fully 
or partly paid up; the names and addresses of the vendors and 
sub-vendors, and the amount payable to each in cash, shares, or 
debentures ; the amount of preliminary expenses ; the amount to 
be paid to any promoter ; the amount intended to be reserved 
for working capital; and the names and addresses of the 
auditors (if any). There is also a general sub-clause requiring 
further the statement of the dates, parties, and short or 
effect of every material contract, and every material wn 
to any promoter or director who is a party to the issue of the 
prospectus, and a time and place for i of material 
contracts; but the requirement is not to apply to contracts 
entered into in the ordinary course of the business of the 
company, or to contracts more than five years old at the date of 
issue of the prospectus. In accordance with the 
construction of section 38, material facts and contracts are 
defined to be such as would influence the judgment of a prudent 
ge ng Non-compliance with ie requirements of the clause is 
to give the m aggrieved a right to com ion against any 
director oat ae who is a to issue of the 
pectus, unless he can show that non-compliance arose 


tions to share capital. temp fons ne no matters 
mentioned which the any bond fide scheme need 
fear to disclose, and drafting of is really 


to 
The committee attach great importance to their proposals for 
giving increased oftener so te Sset_stabatory messing of te 
com . In this they consider, lies the 
eitaslive te double registration. Section 39 of the Act of 
1867 requires under ies a ing to be held 
within four months 
ceecsiation, at Oe OS ee ee 
the meeting, or require any i 
shareholders at it. Hence 
anf nepal = an by utilising for enabling 
the meeting a ty, y utilizing it for ena 
holders, if they think fit to do so, to review their position and 
. Seven days at least before the meeting a full report, 
certified by at least two directors, and as to certain financial 
matters by the auditors, is to be forwarded to the shareholders. 
“In this report the directors will be required to state their 
views on the position and prospects of the company, i 
ticular whether they have any reason to question the good 
of the undertaking or the truth of the statements in the pro- 
or (if they cannot so ) to state the conclusions at 
which they have arrived and the advice they have to offer.” 
This report, it is anticipated, will enable the shareholders effec- 


mate business. ‘‘ Why,” it was 


embarrass the completion of ; 
cases in order to prevent a problematical wrong in 
minority ?” 
The re also proposes to 
duties aod Habilitive of promoters and directors, and clauses 
- : is 


this acy ore introduesd inte 






the draft Bill. It i 
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those principles, it is further observed, in an Act of Parliament 
‘tig more likely to bring home to promoters and directors the 
pe they undertake, and to shareholders and others the 
8 of commercial morality which they have a right to 
expect in those whom they are invited to trust.” But the 
soundness of this view may be questioned. There is in fact no 
mystery about the required standard of morality. Directors 
must be honest, and they must bring to the discharge of their 
duties reasonable skill and diligence. The application of the 
standard had probably better be left to the principles which 
guide the courts, and which can be adapted to changing circum- 
stances, than made dependent on the rigid words of a statute. 








REVIEWS. 
BOOK RECEIVED. 


The Law relating to Auctioneers. By Heber Hart, LL.D. 
(Lond.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Field, 
Pearson, & Co. (Limited). 


CORRESPONDENCE, 


THE MORTGAGEES LEGAL COSTS ACT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—May I venture to express a doubt whether the view suggested 
by your correspondents 8. & C., and adopted by yourself at p. 664, is 
sound? The rule that a trustee shall not make a profit out of his 
trust has been established in the interest of beneficiaries, not of 
strangers; and in the majority of cases where it applies, it means, not 
that no profit shall be made in connection with the trust, but that 
any profit which the trustee makes shall be deemed to belong, not to 
himeelf, but to his cestwis que trust. As a general rule, a solicitor- 
trustee advancing trust money on mortgage gets paid his charges by 
the mortgagor at the time of the advance, and I am not aware of any 
case where he has been held liable to account to the beneficiaries for 
his profit-charges, as being a profit made out of the trust. Where 
the question practically arises is as to business done subsequently 
to the mo: ge : — the port has hitherto been that the solicitor 
mo: ’ g unable to make char; against himself, and bein 
forbidden, if a trustee, or one of pe on Seadein to make aan 
against his cestuis que trust, his or their claim against the mortgaged 
estate is so much ess than it would otherwise have been, and the 
mort r indirectly benefits at the expense of the solicitor. Now it 
cannot be doubted that the Act, passed for the purpose of removing 
this injustice, was designed to cover both cases ; a solicitor-mortgagee 
being, I should ——- gre as eee trustee as a lender of his 
own money; and although the words of the Act may possibly not be 
the best which could have been chosen, they hen & onpatel to 
receive the most remedial construction of which they are capable. 

Let us, then, see how far they will fit the case. Take, first, section 
2, Any solicitor-mortgagee (why are we to read in here the qualifi- 
cation ‘‘not being a trustee” ?) shall be entitled, &c. Now, let 
A. B. be a solicitor-trustee lending trust-money on mortgage. The 
Act says he shall be entitled to such remuneration as if the mortgage 
had been made to person not a solicitor. But a person not a solicitor 
must necessarily be some person other than A. B., who is a solicitor, 
and who is also the trustee. Therefore the mortgage is, for the pur- 

: es the a to be gro to be made, not to A. B., the trustee, 

some other person, who is in no way inte i 
heen ntoeg y rested in the profits 

The same reasoning, if sound, oe equally to section 3. In both 
cases the solicitor-mortgagee (whether a trustee or not, for the Act 
draws no distinction between trustees and other mortgagees) seems to 
en put be the same position we if, bee far as the question of costs is 

mcerned, a stranger were substituted for him as mortgagee, and his 
only relation to the business were that of solicitor. i < W. L. 

alsall, August 13. 
[See observations under head of “‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S. J.] 





THE COMMERCIAL COURT. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—In an action a by a merchant against a customer to 
recover the amount cf a bill of exchange given for goods sold and 
delivered, I recently made an application to have the action set down 
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what constitutes a commercial case and what principles govern the 
judge’s decision. It appears at present that no case will be so set 
down unless there is a very large amount in dispute, but I need 
hardly say that such a narrowing of the usefulness of this list gives a 
tude shock to the hopes formed by many of the London merchants 
when the change was inaugurated with such a loud flourish of 
trumpets. A Soxicrror. 
London, E.C., Aug 12. 

[See ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S. J.] 





QUALIFICATION OF MAGISTRATES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
Sir,—A question has arisen as to the qualification necessary for 
those magistrates in counties who sit as a by virtue of their office 
as chairmen of the district councils. 
I have not seen the question discussed, and I venture to think it is 
of sufficient importance for notice in your columns. 
As your ers are aware, the qualification for county justices of 
the is fixed by 18 Geo. 2 c. 20, s. 1, as £100 a year from free- 
hold, copyhold, or long-leasehold estates. This is the estate qualifica- 
tion. The occupation qualification is fixed by 38 & 39 Vict. c. 54 as 
being assessed for two years to a house of £100 for inhabited house 
duty. A justice of the peace acting without the property qualifica- 
tion is, under 18 Geo. 2, c. 20, s. 3, liable to a hn te of £100. 
The Local Government Act of 1894 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 73) provides, 
by section 22, that a chairman of a district council is to be a justice 
of the peace by virtue of his office, and is to take the oaths ‘“‘ other 
than the oath ting the qualification by estate.” 
Many of the chairmen of the district councils do not possess either 
of the above qualifications, but they have acted as justices of the 
. The case can be stated for the informer seeking the penalty 
that, as neither qualifications are , the penalty is recoverable ; 
but by the justice of the peace that he is not bound to possess both 
qualifications, and as the recent Act says he need not possess the 
qualification by estate, he is protected. 4 
I should be glad to know what view you think likely to prevail. 
Aug. 9. A Constant COUNTRY READER. 
[See “ Current Topics.” —Eb. S. J.] 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 


BROWN, SHIPLEY, & CO. (Appellants) v. COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND 
REVENUE (Respondents)—No. 1, 7th August. 


Revenve—Sramp— MarkerTas_e Securtry—Paromissony Nore—Sramp Act, 
1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), ss. 33; 82, sus-section 1 (s) ; 122. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court on a case stated by 
the Commissioners of Inland Revenue under section 13 of the Stamp Act, 
1891 ; 4 ge ante, p. 560; 1895, 2 Q. B. 240. The instrument in ques- 
tion was in the following form :—‘‘ Two Thousand pounds sterling—No. 
101, Baltimore, Md., Oct. 18,1893. For value received we promise t» 
pay, twelve months after date, to the order of ourselves, two thousand 
py sterling (£2,000), payable, with interest at the rate of five per cent. 
5 


per cent.) per annum, at the office of Messrs. Brown, Shipley, & Co., 
London, land. This note is one of a series of notes amounting to 
four hun and fifty thousand pounds sterling, which is secured by the 


deposit of first mortgage gold bonds (principal and interest of which are 
guaranteed by the Baltimore and Ohio Railway Co.), which bonds, or a 
sufficient amount of the proceeds of them, if sold before the maturity 
hereof, are to be held in trust under an agreement dated the 7th of Octo- 
ber, 1893, made between said railway company and Brown, Shipley, & Co. 
for the benefit of the holders hereof.— “ Baltimore and Ohio Railroad 
Co.; By Charles F. Mayer, President.’”” Across the face of the instru- 
ment a certificate was printed in red ink as follows: —‘‘ We hereby 
certify that this note is one of the series therein mentioned, and is 
secured by the deposit of the securities described in the agreement therein 
referred to.—Brown, Shipley, & Co.” The instrument and the others 
of the series were endorsed in Ameriza, ‘‘ The Baltimore and Ohio Rail- 
road Oo.; By Charles F. Mayer, President.” The instrument and the 
others of the series were at Baltimore by the Baltimore and Ohio 
Railroad Co., and were handed by the appellants in the United Kingdom to 
persons who lent the company the amounts mentioned therein as an for the 
security for the moneys so lent, and as documents of title in respect thereof. 

ese nstruments had been from me th eG nbn on the London 











d._by the appellan maturity. ‘The 
appe § contende nstrument was only char, le with stamp 
duty as a foreign bill of exchange cr promissory note. The commissioners 
were of opinion that it was a “‘ ma ble security’’ within section 82, 
sub-section 1 (4), of the Stamp Act, 1891, and was chargeable under the 
head “‘ Marketable Security,’’ sub-head 3, in the first schedule, with tie 








in the commercial list, but was unsuccessful, as the learned judge 
unhesitatingly informed me that this was not a ‘ commercial pork dae 
shall be much obliged if you or any of your readers can inform me 


duty of £10, being the ad volorem duty of 1s, for every £10 of the sum 
of £2,000. The Divisional Court held that the instrament wu: chargeable 
with duty as a promissory note, and reversed the decisioa of tLo com- 
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missioners. The commissioners appealed. By section 82, sub-section 
1 (+), marketable securities include a marketable security by or on behalf 


of a foreign company, which, though originally issued out of the United | accep’ 


Kingdom, has been, after the 6th of August, 1885, or is offered for sub- 
scription and given or delivered to a subscriber in the United Kingdom. 
By section 122, “the expression ‘marketable sec ” means a security 
of such a wg ey as to be capable of being sold in any stock market 
in the United Kingdom.”’ 

Tur Covrr (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Kay and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that the question was whether there was on the 
face on this instrument something which brought it within the definition 
of a marketable security. On its face it contained a 

lore. ter part 
more than a mere promis- 
sory note. It was contended that the latter part only contained a state- 
ment or representation. In his opinion it was a 
carried a promise. It was a represention made to induce, and which did 
induce, persons who were about to advance money to believe that they 
would have the benefit of the security described therein. That was a 
contract on the face of the instrument that they should have that security. 
Therefore the instrument was more than a promissory note, as it gave a 
security. ‘‘ Was it a ‘‘ marketable security’? It was an instrument 
which was treated on the stock market as capable of purchase and sale. 
Therefore it was a marketable security. 

Kay, L.J., concurred. The instrument contained a contract to give 
the person who bought it a share with the other holders in the security 
described therein. If the money had been in arrear and un) , the holder 
might have brought an action on behalf of himself and other holders 
to haye the securities realized, and he co’ ave done that by virtue 6: 

e contract on the face of the instrument. That ws often the form of a 
debenture issued in this country. The document, therefore, was more 
than a promissory note, and came within the definition of a mari e 
security. peteree 

“A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred.—Counssn, Sir Richard Webster, A.G., 
and Danckwerts; Finlay, Q.C., and A. M. Bremner. Soxtcrrors, The Soli- 
citor of Inland Revenue ; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. 


[Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. 















RICHARDSON v. RICHARDSON AND PLOWMAN—C. A., No. 2, 8th 
August. 


Divorce—Practrice—So.ricrrorn—Costs—Pertition By Husranp In Forma 
Pavprris—Drvorce Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vicr. o. 85), s. 51. 


Appeal from a decision of the President of the Probate Division. The 

titioner, the husband, presented a petition in formd pauperis for a disso- 
ution of his marriage. The suit was undefended, and a decree nisi was 
granted with damages and costs against the co-respondent. On the tax- 
ation of costs the registrar disallowed all costs except out of pocket ex- 
penses and a sum of six guineas for office expenres. The petitioner 
applied to the president for an order that the taxation of his costs should 
be reviewed. The president upheld the decision of the trar, on the 
ground that such had been the practice of the Divorce Division since the 


decision of the Court of Appeal in Carson v. Pickersgill ¢ Sons (33 W. R. 
589, 14 Q. B. D. 859), and refused the application. @ petitioner, hav- 


ing obtained leave to appeal, appealed, and urged that the books make no 
distinction whatever between a pau claimant and a dives claimant. A 
co-respondent who had been mulcted in costs should not gain an advan- 
tage because he was sued by a pauper, he ought to pay the full costs that 
any other unsuccessful litigant would have to pay if sued by a dives liti- 


gant. 

Tue Covrt (Livpiey, Lorzs, and Rony, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linney, L.J., said the case was a new one. The question was whether 
the president of the Divorce Court was wrong in follo the rule in 
that division which had been universally adopted in all the other divisions 
and in the House of Lords. It had been carefully and laid 
down in Carson v. Pickersgill (ubi supra). The practice of the old Eccle- 
siastical Courts could have no application here, seme they had no deal- 
ings with a my and therefore no old principle was applicable to 


representation that Mag 


¢ | the trusts. Both the trustees 


had established a practice which not seem to be unreasonable ; it had 
been adopted by the other branches of the High Court, and had been 
ted by the House of Lords as the better practice. dismissed. 
—CovunseL, Tebbutt. Sorscrrons, Bramall, White, ¢ Sanders. 
[Reported by W. SHaticross Goppanp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re MILLS’ TRUST—No. 2, 13th July. 


Eevurrante Cxaosz rx Action—Assicnment To Trusters—Norice or As- 
SIGNMENT Not Grtven — Discuamer sy Trusress — Banxrvrrcy or 
Asstenon—‘' Possession, OrD on Drspostrion or Banxarvurr’’ — 
“Consent oF TRUE Ownsr”’—Invant Banericrantzs—Incapaciry To 


Consent. 
This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The facts of the 


case were as follows :—John Mills by his will, dated the 16th of January, 
1836, gave the residue of his p. to John Isaac Hensley and 


les Hensley upon trusts (inéer alia), the death of the survivor of 
three sisters, to divide the — Ca between all their children. 
John Mills died on the 28th of July, 1855, and Sarah Wills, the last sur- 


vivor of the three sisters, died on the 7th of November, 1866, on the : 
ing of which event John Mills Wills (a son of Wills} became, under 
the trusts of the will, entitled in possession to one-eighth of the residue 
of the estate of John Mills. Some previously—viz., in the month 
of February, 1861—John Mills Wills made a settlement, whereby he 
assigned (inter alia) his interest under the will of John Mills to Thomas 
Leeman Henley and John Bickford y | the trusts therein declared in 
favour of his wife and children. This of settlement was not executed 
by the trustees, who appear to have had no knowledge of its existence 
until after the bankruptcy of John Mills Wills, and they then disclaimed 
have since died. John Mills Wills was 
adjudicated a bankrupt on the 3rd of July, 1865, and Henry Martin Wills 


and Edward Watkins Edwards were appointed creditors’ and official 


the residuary estate of John 
Act. In the affidavit of Charles 
was paid in, tie settlement of February, 1861, was 
were taken for payment out of the & gesos 
(who had been og pe on the 6th of December, 1894, assignee 
estate and effects in bankru ills) 

for that purpose on the 16th of December, 1894, claiming the fund for 
creditors, on the ground that the bankrupt’s 
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f the of John Mills knew of 


Stuart v. Cockerell (L. R. 8 Eq. 607, 18 W. R. Ch. Dig. 84). The official 
ap 7 
Tue Courr (Lrvpiey, 


Lorrzs, and Riesy, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Lixpiey, L.J., referred to the facts, and said it was not dispaved that 
erest : the truste of the will of John Mills came wit Bo 
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thiscase. The Divorce Act gave a discretion as to costs, and the presi- be 

dent, in the — - eA nn, ae to oe re. that the rule urring. said 

in Carson v. Pickersgill (ubi supra) sho p . was not trustees in the settlement knew about it till 
prepared to say that a different rule should prevail. He th t the old ; 5 bankra once disclaimed. It 
chancery rule was wrong, and proceeded on a ple. The atten the settas’s poor for a ee ‘ ; : The 
object of — tan4 to pay costs > ind his ee ‘ owners” were the “ as were infant, 
opponent. y sho e recover more t] e was eto pay? His | they could not consent to the fund remaining in the order and ition 
lordship could not see why he should make a profit. That was the view Section Bankruptcy therefore did not 
which prevailed lately, and had led to the abolition of the chancery - ecttice. senna a 


rule and to the introduction of a new rule into all the divisions of the 
High Court except the Probate Division. He was of opinion that 
the president wasright and that the appeal must be : 

Lorgs, L.J., was of the same opinion, and thought it would be a great 
mistake to have one rule in the Divorce Division and another rule in all 
the other divisions. Costs were given to ind @ successful party 
against the expenses to which he been put by his unsuccessful - 
nent. A pauper litigant had incurred no expenses; there was n 
which he should be indemnified. The practice of the old Eccle- 

Courts had no application here, because they could not ita 
divorce a vineulo. Se ee ee eee » the 


Bor, L.J., concurred.—Counsat, Muir Mackensie and W. Higgins ; 

Herbert Reed, Q.C., Dibdin and Errington ; and Methold. Soxicrrors, R. 

Ballard ; Pitman § Sons, for Jones, Macintosh ¢ Dizon, Cardiff ; the Official 
[Reported by W. Saatioacss Goppagp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LINFOOT v. POCKETT—No. 2, 9th August. 
Brit or Satze—Conprrion on Darzasance—Boox or Ruvizs anp Reovua- 


yions—PayMent oF PrrvcrpaL AND INTEREST BY InstaLmants—Foru— 
Vatrwrry—Bus or Satz Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vur. c. 31), 8. 10 (3)— 
Bruis or Sauce Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vier. o. 43), Scump. 





analogy of the common law courts shoulé adopted rather than any 
Riosy, L.J., was of the same opinion, and said that Sir James Hannen 
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5 per cent and issued by the defendant under the name of Wilberforce, to 
borrow £100 upon a bill of sale of his furniture. The bill of sale con- 
tained an assignment of chattels by way of mortgage to secure payment of 
$100 and interest thereon at 1s. in the pound per month. The plaintiff 
agreed to pay “‘the sum of £6 on the 5th of December, 1894, on account 
of interest and Principal, and a like sum of £6 on account, as aforesaid, on 


the 5th day of each and every succeeding month thereafter.’”’ On the 
laintiff the first instalment on the 6th of December, he received 
| sm the t a small book in which to enter receipts for instalments, 
and which upon the cover contained a ‘‘notice’’ and also certain ‘‘rules and 
which are strictly adhered to.’’ The notice contained (inter 

alia) the following statement : ‘‘ Borrowers are hereby informed that they 
render themselves liable to be convicted of felony should they either 
remove their goods, chattels, or effects, or assign them by way of security 
to anyone, or should they obtain a loan on the same elsewhere without the 
consent of Mr. Wilberforce.”” The rules and regulations also contained 
provisions affecting the position of the borrower. The plaintiff brought 
this action to set aside the billof sale. Two grounds were relied upon 
be yp ; that the plaintiff had been induced by fraud to 
execute the bill of sale, and secondly, that the ‘‘r Tations ’’ 
4° | andthe “ notice” constituted a ‘defeasance or condition” within the 


f/- 








ig Of section 10 (3) oF the Of Sale Act, , and the bill 
of Wala wus Consequently tnvattiated. Kekewich, J., decided against the 
plaintiff on the first point and in his favour on the second. The defendant 


— and contended that, inasmuch as the book of rules and regula- 
was not received till a month after the execution of the bill of sale, 
it could not be regarded as part of the transaction. The plaintiff, in addi- 
tion to the objection taken to the bill of sale in the court below, contended 
that by reason of its providing for the payment of principal and interest 
together in one instalment it failed to comply with the form in the 
schedule to the Act of 1882. He submitted that the case of Re Bargen 


(1894, 1 Q. B. 444) was wrongly decided. 
Tue Covrr (Linptey, Lopsgs, and Riesy, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 
Lunviey, L.J., said that upon the first point he saw no reason for differ- 
ing from the learned judge. With regard to the alleged “‘ defeasance or 
condition,’’ the book of ‘‘rules and regulations’’ were very oppressive, 
and the statements in them were preposterous. 
of th 
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he Dargain. herefore that ground also . The objection 
fhe document on the ground of its form was a serious one, because 

in the hands of an unscrupulous person the bill might be made 

an instrument of gross oppression. But they must construe it like 

/ y other business document, and, so construed, it seemed to him that 
ments of £6 were to be paid until the last instalment, and then only 

much as remainded due for principal and interest. The statutory form 

itself involved some calculation, and his lordship was not prepared to say 

e payment of principal and interest together in one 

instalment. The point had been decided by Vaughan Williams, J., in 

Re Bargen, and he agreed with that decision.—Counse., Reed, Q.C., and 

A. Powell; Bramwell Davis, Q.C., and Manby. Sorscrrors, W. J. Greig ; 

Robert Aylward. 

{Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law. } 


RUSSELL v. RUSSELL—No. 2, 7th August. 


DrvorcE—CrvELTY—WHAT AMOUNTS TO—HUSBAND CHARGED BY WIFE 
WITH COMMITTING UNNATURAL OFFENCE—CHARGE PERSISTED IN AFTER 
VerpDicr oF Jury acqguittinc HuspANpD—JvUDICIAL SEPARATION — 
REstiTuTIoN or ConsucAL RigHTs—MATRIMONIAL CAUsEs AcT, 1884 
47 & 48 VicT. c. 68), s. 5. 


This was an appeal by the Countess Russell, the petitioner, against an 
order of Pollock, B., dated the 24th of April. In 1891 the present 
petitioner brought a suit against the respondent for judicial separation and 
therein all that the respondent had committed sodomy. The jury in 
that suit found a verdict in favour of the respondent, and the suit was 
dismissed. The petitioner subsequently in conversation and in letters, and 
in an interview with the editor of the Hawk, repeated the charge against her 
husband. In the present suit the petitioner sought restitution of conjugal 
rights. The respondent pleaded that by reason of the charges she had 
bronght against him she was not entitled to restitution, and_he counter- 


bargain they woul 







have fallen within sect 
wears 









B plaintill 






a 


I 


claimed _for_ judi ion on the ground of cruelty on her part, in 
an Magra | in such charges, At the trial of the suit before 
P B., jury found that the petitioner had been guilty of cruelty, [ 


and also that, in her conduct and correspondence since the trial in 1891, she 
had not acted bond fide. Upon these findings Pollock, B., dismissed the 
petitioner’s suit and pronounced a decree of judicial separation in favour of 
the respondent. The petitioner appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey and Lopgs, L.JJ., Ricny, L.J., dissenting) varied 
the order of Pollock, B., by dismissing the respondents’ counterclaim for 
jadicial separation. 

Lores, I-J., in delivering a judgment in which Linpiry, L.J., concurred, 

said : This is a most important case, and admittedly one of first impression ; 

it is, therefore, with anxious care that the court approaches its consideration 
and determination. Two questions arise—{1) Was legal cruelty established ? 

If it was, the respondent is entitled to a judicial separation, and the wife fails 

in the suit for restitution of conjugal rights. (2) If it was not, is the 
I , in the circumstances of this case, entitled to a decree for restitu- 

vof ‘conjugal rights ? iis lordship stated the facts, and continued] :— 

Is this legal cruelty? This is the question the court has to determine. 

The learned judge in the court below has not defined legal cruelty, and has 

left it t at large to the jury. The court, in our judgment, ought to 
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define it—we will not say exhaustively, but, at any rate, sufficiently for the 


m1 of this case. e define it thus !—There must be dan to life, 
imb, or health, bodily or mental, or gable apprebenaiae ot tt ep | 
cons > @ pro to test the definition by some 


more important cases that have been decided on the subject. Section 29 
of the Divorce and Matrimonial Canses Act, 1857, says:—‘‘In all suits 
ani proceedings other than proceedings to dissolve any marriage, the 
court shall proceed on principles and rules which, in the opinion of the 
court, shall be as nearly as may be conformable to the principles and 
rules on which the Ecclesiastical Courts have hitherto acted, but subject 
to the provisions herein contained, and to the rules and orders under the 
Act.”” It is material, therefore, to consider what, in the view of the Eccle. 
siastical Courts, constituted legal cruelty for which a divorce a mensa ef 
thoro could be obtained. vans v. ms (1 Hagg. Cons. 35), decided by Lord 
Stowell in 1790, is the ] case on the subject. As we read that case, no 
husband could be foun of legal crue towards his wife, unless he 
had either inflicted bodily injury upon her, or had so conducted himself 
towards her mental or bodily health as to raise a reasonable apprehension 
that he would either inflict actual bodily injury upon her or cause actual 
injury to her mental or bodily health. In a word, he must so have can- 
ducted himself towards her as to render future cohabitation more or less 
dangerous to her life, or limb, or mental or bodily health. There are some 
expressions in that most admirable judgment of Lord Stowell to which we 
would wish to refer. At page 38 the learned judge says :—‘‘ What merely 
wounds the mental feelings is in few cases to be admitted, when they are 
not accompanied with bodily injury, either actual or menaced. Mere 
austerity of temper, petulance of manners, rudeness of language, and a want 
of civil. attention and accommodation, even occasional sallies of ion, 
if they do not threaten bodily harm, do not amount to legally cruelty—they 
are high moral offences in the marriage state undoubtedly, not innocent, 
surely in any state of life, but they are not that cruelty agaist which the 
law can relieve.” At 39 the learned judge sums up what he had pre- 
viously said thus:—“These are negative descriptions of cruelty; they 
show only what is not cruelty, and yet, perhaps, the safest definitions 
which can be given under the infinite variety of possible cases that 
may come before the Court. But if it were at all necessary to lay down an 
affirmative rule, I take it that the rules cited by Dr. Bever from Clarke and 
the other books of practice are a general outline of the canon law, the 
law of this country, upon this subject. In the older cases of this sort which 
I have had an opportanity of looking into, I have observed that the danger 
of life, limb, or health is tisually insected as the g pon which the court 
as CE 48 a On. Dea : : D 
tre-vourt in at have hee . The court has never ree 
d?fveron this ground. If has been always jealous of the inconvenience of 
departing from it ; and I have heard no one case cited in which the court has 
granted a divorce without proof given of a reasonable apprehension of bodily 
hurt. I say an apprehension, because, assuredly, the court is not to wait till 
the hart is actually done ; but the apprehension must be reasonable.” This 
was the state of the law in 1790, and we venture to say that the doctrine 
there enunciated as to what constituted legal cruelty has never been materially 
altered. At that time no amount of want of civility, rudeness, insult, or 
abuse, however gross, which did not affect life, limb, or mental or bodily 
health, or where there was not a reasonable apprehension of its so doing, was 
considered by the ecclesiastical tribunals to amount to legal cruelty, and that 
though the parties were at the time cohabiting. So far as we can 
ascertain, the authority of the case of Zvans v. Hvans has never been 
questioned. It would be superfluous to cite the long course of decisions 
with regard to craelty which have been decided since Zvans v. Evans. 
Before the Divorce and Matrimonial Act, 1857, and since the passing of that 
Act, the same rule with — to what constitutes legal cruelty has been 
maintained, and has been followed by Sir Cresswell Cresswell, Lord Penzance, 
and Sir James Hannen ; and Sir Charles Butt, in December, 1891, at the 
trial of the case of Russell v. Russell, when the present petitioner sued for a 
judicial separation on the ground of cruelty, said, in laying down the law to 
the jury, that cruelty had been very often defined as injury causing danger to 
life, or limb, or health, or causing reasonable apprehension of danger to life, 
or limb, or health ; and it is, generally s ing, where the continuation of 
the conduct charged would fe likely to uce injary, either bodily or 
physical, or injury to health without any ghysioal violence, that this court 
interposes to protect the wife. There is no case in the books where words 
alone, however violent, h yall imputin; ime of the 
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nav Bray apy. Eccl. which, so far as we can discover, 
has never been cited or followed as an authority, and is contrary to Gale v. 
Gale, subsequently referred to. Bray v. Bray was a decision only with 
regard to adultery. In Milner v. Milner (4 Sw. & T., 240) the asssult was 
quite sufficient to show that the husband was unable to control himself, and 
could not be trusted not to break out into violence towards his wife, In 
Popkin v. Popkin (1 Hagg. Eccl. 765n) a husband's attempts to debauch his 
own female servants, and, in Durrant v. Durrant (1 Hagg. Eccl. 733), the 
bringing by him of groundless and malicious charges against his wife’s 
chastity were only held to be acts of legal cruelty to the extent that it was 
said of them that they would weigh with the court in conjunction with other 
chirges. In Oliver v. Oliver (1 Hage. Cons. 361) it is said, ‘‘ Words of menace 
importing the actual danger of y hari will justify the interposition of the 
court, as the court ought not to wait until the mischief is actually done. But the 










pane pom and . i ae will sue in Nee for the yp ee 
we of mere insult, however galling.”’ Again, in Gale v. bertson 
Eccl. Re oy 421) C ge of inces! e7 Wy held insuffici to | 
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constitute legal cruelty ; but coupled with other averments of a substantial 
character, I think, on the authority of the cases cited, that charge oo 
a part of the libel.” Birch v. Birch (21 W. R. 463, 42 L. 5., P. and M., 23) 
is worthy of notice. It was the petition of the wife for dissolution of the 
warriage on the ground of adultery coupled with cruelty, and was decided by 
Sir James Hannen in 1873. The cruelty relied on was of this nature. The 
husband frequently beat one of the chil with great violence in the wife’s 

nee, swore at and abused her, and refused her delicacies which her state uf 
Pialth sequized. She did not allege that she had ever been struck by her 
husband, or that any act of violence had been committed by him 
her. Sir James Hannen says, “I cannot hold consistently 
authorities that legal crucity is establisned. I must hold 


! 


é 
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to those 
views which seems to have been taken by my predecessors, that the — 
must be of such a character as to endanger the life, the limbs, or the heal 
of the party claiming relief. In saying this it must be such as to endanger 
the health of the complaining party ; it does not follow that oa - 
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such as actually to reach that point so as to cause injury to 
there be reasonable ground to believe that it will be vered 
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he ¥ But I cannot come ° a th 

hat the wile had any apprehension of personal violence.” We proceed to 
deal with the cases upon which the respondent relies. We select the 

of them. Paterson vy. Paterson (3 H.L., 308 [1850]) has besn mainly reli 
upon by the ‘Yespondenf& Tt was a Scotch case, and, although it was said 
that the general principle of the law as to divoree a mensa et thoro was the 
same in England and Scotland, Lord Brougham, at the end of his judgment 
says:—“I will not say that the law of Scotland as far as desided cman ae 
may net extend somewhat further than our laws in favour of the remedy.” 
Lord Brougham at p. 337 says:—‘‘Suppose a man were continually 
charging his wife with every sort of immorality and eriminal conduct 
and there were not a shadow of foundation for those made 
before her family, her friends, relatives, and servants, in face 
of the world, there is little doubt that what now rests only upon 
opinions would ultimately assame the form of decisions, and that to such 
injurious treatment, making the marriage state impossible to be endured, and 
rendering life almost unbearable, the courts of the country would extend the 
remedy of a divorce a mensa et thoro.”” These, however, were obiter dicta, and 
were not necessary for the decision, and it is to be observed that the House 
of Lords, the Court of Session havin mounced for a divorcee, reversed the 
interlocutor. Again, at p. 337, Lord Brougham says :—*‘‘ That the nd of 
the remedy is confined to personal violence is not the law of and, and 
certainly not the law of Scotland. The law is nearly, if not al , the 
ene ee eee cna deaetd aad either 

uires actual injury to the person or threat of suc’ jury.’ e 

that this means that a reasonable apprehension of danger to life, fim b, or 
health, bodily or mental, will suffice without any actual personal injury or 
the threat of it, because at p. 309 Lord Brougham had said :—-“‘ Separation of 
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married persons is not justified by conduct on the part of the husband | decree 


rendering the wife's life miserable and uncomfortable unless snch 
conduct is accompanied by violence, actual or menaced, to her life, 
limb, or health, or by cruelty and maltreatment, rendering it impossible 
for her to live with him.” We cannot think this case can be relied upon as a 
decision making the conduct of the wife in this case sufficient to constitute 
legal cruelty. Nor do we find in subsequent cases that it has been cited or 
allowed to prevail as establishing such an extension of the remedy. Then 
there is the case of Kelly v. Kelly(18 W. R. 767, L. R.2 P. & D., 69), 
which has gone as far as any case had gone in the direction contended for by 
the res ent. [His lordship referred to the judgments in that case and 
continued]: That the deeree proceeded on the ground 
to the health of Mrs. Kelly is beyond controversy. In the case we are now 

idering no injury to health or reasonable apprehension of it is alleged, or 
roved, or even suggested. If the point had been raised the jury ought to 

ve dealt with it, and it should have been left to them. i 


now say that.there must be injury to the husband’s health and act upon any 


such inference. Kelly v. Kelly therefore cannot be relied upon 
respondent. We do not know of any other ease to which it is necessary to 
refer. The present case is a case where the cruelty alleged is 

wife towards the husband. The difference of the sexes makes no essential 
difference in the principles applicable to the case. [His referred to 
Furlonger v. Furlonger (5 Notes of Cases 422), and continued]: Mr. Deane 
his very able ent for the respondent ventured on a definition 
Bey: cruelty. He said the test was ‘‘ whether the — complained 
of had so treated the complaining spouse and so manifested his or her 

towards her or him as‘to cause a reasonable that the duties of 
married life could not be discharged, but life must be unbearable if 
an order was made that married life should be resumed,” Mr. 
admitted that there was no vase in the books which had so far extended the 


[ 


doctrine of legal cruelty. We are not prepared in the face of such a consistent, 


body of authority arrayed against it, proceeding from the most eminent 
judges who have ever adorned the tribunals dealing with the subject, to 
authorise such a departure. If such an extension of the remedy is to be 
allowed, it seems to us that it is for the Legislature, or at any rate for 
ultimate Court of Appeal, to take this important step in advance. It is 
this is an exceptional case, and so it may be; but if it is held that 
conduct of the wife here constitutes Swe cruelty, it would be difficult 
logically to say that any spouse who leaves the other spouse and charges 
him or her, and persists in so doing, with any serions criminal 
—viz.; Poa on -amy * Pp any justification Bont. - 
not guilty o ty, for w t any 

to life, limb, or health, and thereby entitled to a divorce a mensa e thoro, 
and, if coupled with the adultery of the husband, toa divorce @ vinoulo. 


if 








» she 
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to live with her husband, but to procure a separation from and to 

to make her an allowance. These are startling. propositions, aod 
they require careful It will be com the 
setkadantiasl baw on the oft before the of the Divorce Act, and 
then to inquire w in that law were introduced by that Act, 
or have been made since. By the ecclesiastical law of thie country, which 
was founded on the carton law, marriage has long been considered indissoluble. 
But judicial separation could be obtained by either party for adultery or 
eruelty on the part of the other. Unless, , & judicial separation 
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and this principle, although it introduces an anomaly, compels us to refuse 
relief both to the wife and to the husband, even at the risk of being thought 
somewhat illogical. The petition of the wife for restitution of conjugal 
rights and the counterclaim of the husband, praying for a judicial separation, 
must both be dismissed. 
Riosy, L.J.—The alleged cruelty in the case consists of charges of 
criminal offences of an infamous kind, persisted in after they had been 
found by the verdict of a jury to be untrue, and, as to the most important 
of them, brought forward and maintained under such circumstances as 
to preclude the belief that it was really thought by the wife to be true. 
No such case has ever before been brought before a court. For myself, 
I can imagine no case of repeated insult or indignity more atrocious, and 
the question is whether it constitutes a case of legal cruelty. The judgment 
of Sir William Scotti in Zvans v. Evans is the leadizg authority on the 
— It has been quoted and relied upon from time to time, and, so far 
as I know, its accuracy has never been questioned as to any part of it, but it 
must be taken as a whole, and no one part can safely be left out of consider- 
ation. Sir William Scott begins by declining to define cruelty, and stating 
that it is the duty of the courts to keep the rule extremely strict ; that the 
causes must be grave and weighty, and such as to show an absolute impossi- 
bility that the duties of married life can te discharged ; that in a state of 
personal danger no duties can be discharged, ‘‘ but what falls short of this is 
with great caution to be admitted.” It is important to notice that he 
does not say that personal danger is absolutely corgi and that 
nothing short of it can be admitted, but only that what falls short is to 
be admitted with great caution. It is clear that he thinks that there 
may be cases where there is no personal danger, thongh such cases would 
be very exceptional, Lower down he says:—‘‘ What merely wounds the 
mental feelings is in few cases to be admitted, where they are not accompanied 
with bodily injury, either actual or menaced.” This involves that, in his 
opinion, there may be exceptional cases in which, without bodily injury or 
threat of it, the injury to the mental feelings may be legal cruelty. He does 
not, of course, attempt to indicate those cases, but I cannot doubt that he 
would have included a case like the present, since I am unable to imagine a 
case where the injury to the mental feeling could possibly be greater. 
Farther on he refers to the case of wounding, not the featenel Sesiiae, but 
the — feelings arising from particular rank and situation, and states 
that, though the courts will not absolutely exclade considerations of that 
sort, where they are stated merely as matter of aggravation, yet they cannot 
constitute cruelty where it would not otherwis: have existed. He made no 
such statement with reference to the wounding of ordinary mental feelings, 
and the difference of treatment of the two classes of cases is, in my judgment, 
— and important. He then refers to the decided cases, saying :— 
**In the older cases of this sort, which I have had an opportunity of looking 
into, I have observed that the danger of life, limb, or health is usually 
inserted as the ground upon which the court has proceeded to a separation. 
This doctrine has been repeatedly applied by the court in the cases that have 
been cited. The court has never been driven off this ground. It has 
always been jealous of the inconvenience of departing from it, and I have 
heard no one case cited in which the court has granted a divorce without 
proof given of a reasonable apprehension of bodily hurt.”” Now, as a 
description of the cases actually decided, this may be, and doubtless is, an 
accurate description. But it is certain that Sir William Scott did not intend 
to define legal cruelty ; he expressly disclaims such an intention. If, indeed, 
there had been any decided case in which such charges as in the present case 
or verbal outrages of a similar nature had been considered before his time and 
triate} as not constituting legal cruelty, the words used in this part of the 
jadgment might be considered as a withdrawal of what he had before said. 
But no such case has been cited, and, indeed, since the time of Sir William 
Scott there have been, so far as I can find, only two cases in which verbal 
outrages of a nature at all comparable to those charged and proved in this 
case have been dealt with. I mean the cases of Bray v. Bray, decided by 
Sir John Nicholl in 1828, and Gale v. Gale, in which verbal charges of 
incest were made by a husband against a wife. In the first case 
Sir John Nicholl says:—‘It is not, I think, possible to conceive 
cruelty of a more grievous character (except, perhaps, great personal 
violence) than the accusation (of incest) made by this husband against his 
wife.” Here it is important to observe that the reference to great personal 
violence makes it impossible to contend that Sir John Nicholl was not usin 
the word ‘‘ cruelty”’ in the sense of legal cruelty. In Gale v. Gale, which 
was, like Bray v. Bray, a case for divorce a mensa et thoro brought by a wife 
— a husband, where a charge of incest with a stepfather was made by 
husband, Sir John Dodson, said that ‘the charge of having committed 
incest is not per se sufficient to constitute legal cruelty,” unless coupled with 
substantial acts of violence. I am altogether unable to reconcile that case 
with Bray y. Bray, and, for myself, I consider the earlier case as more in 
accordance with Zvans vy. Evans than the later. Of course, there are 
numerous cases, including some decided by Sir William Scott himself, in 
which a general rule appears to have been laid down involving the necessity 
of violence or injury to health reasonably to be apprehended as a minimum 
for the establishment of legal cruelty, and there cannot be the slightest 
doubt that, as a general rule, covering the great—it may be the over- 
whelming—majority of cases this is so. It appears to me that the 
of this general rule, which is pointed out by Sir William Scott 
as a general outline of the canon law, as distinguished from a 
definition, accounts sufficiently for all the decisions and judgments referred 
to which must be considered with reference to the nature of the cases before 
the court. Nowhere do I find that a single judge has denied in direct 
language the possibility of extreme cases arising, as pointed out in Evans v. 
I do not think that it is necessary for me to mention more than two 
cases. The first is Paterson v. Paterson. This was a Scotch case; but 
-it_ was said that in some decided cases the Scotch Courts might 
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have gone somewhat further than the English, the courts of both countries 
apply the same principles of the canon law, and I see no reason to question 
the statement of Lord Brougham that the law uf both countries, pA as it 
is material for the present purpose, is the same. Lord Brougham’s own 
epinien is plainly shown by his observations (3 H. L. C., at pp. 328-9) to 
the effect that ‘‘if a husband, without any violence or threat ot violence to 
the wife, without any maltreatmen: end: ring life or health, or leading to 
an apprehension of danger to life or health, were to exercise mere tyranny, 
to utter constant insults, vituperation, scornful language, charges of gross 
offences (utterly groundless) . » . if such a case were to be made ont, 
or even short of such a case—viz., injurious treatment which would make 
the married state impossible to be endured, rendering life itself almost 
unbearable, then I think the probability is very high that the Consistory 
Courts of this country would so far relax the rigour of their negative rule, 
at present somewhat vague, as to extend the remedy of a divorce a mensa 
et thoro to a case such as I[ have put.” But I wish particularly to 
call attention to the actual order of the house. The lord ordinary had 
dismissed the action ‘‘in respect the libel is laid upon a series of insults 
and indignities said to have been offered by the defender to the pursuer, 
unaccompsnied with personal violence, or any menace thereof; and that, 
without an allegation to that effect. it appears to be settled, on authorities 
which the lord ordinary is not entitled to question, that a libel at the 
instance of a wife against a husband, founded on such averments as 
those now urged, is not relevant.” Lord Brougham said, with refer- 
ence to this:— ‘‘ That, my lords, is not the law of Scotland; it is 
not the law of England; it is an inaccurate statement of the law in 
both countries ; though I will not say that the law of Scotland, as fur as 
decided cases go, may not extend somewhat further than our law in favour 
of the remedy.” The words quoted were ordered to be struck out of the 
finding of the lord ordinary, which was otherwise confirmed. They appear 
to me to raise the very question whether there may not be a series 
of insults and indignities, independently of violence or the menace 
thereof, capable in themselves of amounting to legal cruclty. The 
other case to which I wish to refer is Milner v. Milner, decided by 
Sir C. Cresswell in 1852. There, no doubt, there had been an 
assault, but not one of an aggravated nature such as to create 

in or injury to health. The vamen of the charge was the 
indignity to the wife of treating her publicly as a prostitute, and it 
is this, to my mind, which Sir C. Cresswell characterizes as ‘‘ gross and 
abominable cruelty.” That gross and abominable insult can only be called 
‘‘crnelty”’ when it is accompanied by an assault, not in itself sufficient to 
constitute legal cruelty, appears to me so revolting a conclusion that I am 
glad that I do not feel myself constrained by authority to support it. In 
words taken from the judgment of Sir W. Scott in Hvans v. Hvans, I say 
that the charges established are grave and weighty, and such as to show an 
absolute impossibility that the duties of married life can be discharged. 
Disputes would inevitably arise between this ill-assorted pair, and I have no 
confidence or belief that, under provocation, a wife of the temper of the 
petitioner for restitation would not repeat, while I feel certain that the 
husband would be under the constant and reasonable apprehension of the 
repetition of the infamous c already made. I see no possibility, under 
such circumstances, of the duties of married life being fulfilled. It is about 
as clear as anything future can be that this husband and wife will never live 
together, even though a decree for restitution were granted. But the only 
hypothesis on which such a decree can be granted is that they are to do so, 
and I see no possibility of that taking place with safety to either the one or the 
other. I go further and say that to force the husband and wife into the 
intimacy of married life with such charges existing, and not unlikely to be 
repeated—for I give no weight to withdrawals by counsel at the crisis of a 
case—would raise a state of personal danger to one or the other of the parties, 
it matters not which. I think that the jury had good ground for the 
conclusion at which they arrived, that there was cruelty on the part of the 
wife, entitling the husband to a judicial separation. CounsEL: Murphy, Q.C., 
Barnard and Le Bas; Sir Henry James, Q.C., Robson, Q.C., Bargrave 
Deane and Llewellyn Davies, Sotictrors: Valpy, Chaplin, & Peckham ; 
Vandercom, Hardy, Oatway, & Doulton, 

(Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law). 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re EMANUVEL—Ohitty, J., 26th July. 


ApministraTIon—Costs—PracticE—TAaxaTIon—Common OnpkR ON APPLI- 
CATION oF Ong out or Tuareg Execurors—Morion sy Tuirp Parties To 
Discuarce—Locus Sranpr or Turap Parties. 


This was a motion to disc @ common order to tax solicitors’ costs 
obtained on petition in the usual way. The costs were for work in rela- 
tion to the nistration of the estate of the testator, 8. M. E., and the 
order was made on the petition of H. E , one of the executors under the 
will. The applicants were H. J., another executor, and J. E., one of the 
residuary legatees. At the date of the order there was a pending sum- 
mons by J. E. for taxation of the same costs before the chief clerk, who 
shortly afterwards made an order accordingly. It was now alleged by 
H. J. and J. E. thatthe common order was prejudicial to their interests, 
and ought to be discharged. 

Currry, J., said that in his opinion the solicitors could at once have 
objected to the order on the ground that the retainer was by the three 
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estate was another question altogether. t 
order stand, and, if they liked to enforce pe yey 
Did the order bind ms who were not 

principles of justice it — —— = It 
persons outside the litigation involved in the order 
to court to eet it aside.” Tt may, no doubt, have been the intention that 
the co-executors and residuary legatees should be 
but the point was that that result was not achieved. 
was no bar or objection to the chief clerk’s order. re 
the chief clerk was that the order of course did not bind him, and he asked 
proper order to tax, and the judge in chambers by his order showed 
that J. E. had pursued the right course. The one executor 

off than he was without his order of course. These executors, by em- 

ploying a solicitor, gave no charge on the assets to the . The 
ilove personally responsible, and the solicitor had no lien on, and no 


: 
E 
g 
Sik 


right to resort to, the assets. The executors would be indemnified out of 


/ wise, in the United Kin, 


the estate for what they had properly done. The motion was hopeless, 
and must be i with costs.—OCounset, Whitehorne, Q.C., and 
Butcher ; Byrne, Q.0., and R. T. Parker. Soxtcrrons, Emanuel Round, § 
Nathan ; Lowe § Co. 


[Reported by J. F. Wauzy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re LORD COLERIDGE’S SETTLEMENT—Chitty, J., 10th August. 


SgrrLement—Carirrat Money—InverrmMent—TarusTezB—TENANT For LirzE 
—Serriep Lanp Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), ss. 21, 22, 53. 


Summons. This was an application by the trustees of the settlement 
executed by the late Lord Coleridge in 1887 for the p' of ob 
the decision of the court on the question whether they would be j 
in investing certain capital money which had arisen from a sale of a 
leasehold house, part of the settled property, according to the direction of 
the present Lord Coleridge, the tenant for life in possession. The sale 
was effected by him under his statutory power. The settlement expressly 
referred to the Settled Land Act, 1882, and declared that capital money 
arising under that Act might be invested in the names of the trustees or 
under their control in any investments in which trustees were by law 
authorized, or in other various investments mentioned, including 
specifically the stocks, funds, debentures, mortgages, or securities of any 
corporation, company, or P anaaye body, municipal, co , or other- 

om, or India, or any colony or ay agg of 
the United Kingdom. e investments which the tenant for life directed 
were all within the scope of the settlement = ; but they were not such 
as the trustees would themselves select. prices of the stock were 
considerably above par, and the net annual proceeds of the investments as 
a whole were not much more than £3 per cent. The trustees raised 
objections to the investments, and also pointed out that, in the event of 
certain stock being paid off at par, the capital of the trust fund would be 
diminished. 

Currry, J.—The question turns on sections 21, 22, and 53 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882. Section 21 enacts that capital money under the Act 
shall be invested or otherwise applied wholly in one or in one and 
partly in another or others of the modes after-men' , and these 
modes are specified in the ten following sub-sections. This division into 
ten sub-sections is merely for the sake of clearness and convenience, 
Sub-section 1 runs thus :—‘‘ In investment on Government securities”’ 
(by sub-section 2 this term includes stocks, funds, and shares), “‘ or on 
other securities on which the trustees of the settlement are by the settle- 
ment or by law authorized to invest trust money, or on’’ other securi- 





fife and in default thereof 
It was argued by counsel for 















ing é on of the trustees.’’ 
the en in ly th according 

the trustees was to invest or apply the money to some one or 
other of the ten sab-setlions in section 21, each sub-section being 
regarded as a whole; and that, in regard to the various modes of invest- 
ment or application specified in each sub-section, the choice of the par- 
ticular investment or application lay with the trustees. There was no 

in the Act to justify this construction; it would cut down the power of 
the bay ye oe life in a manner not een ae a Leg maghtly _~ 
render it almost nugatory. The argument was a - 
couneel on my pointing out some of the results which ensue from its 
adoption. The power thus conferred on a tenant for life of directing the 
mode of investment, and of selecting the investment, is, no doubt, 
extensive. The enactment is in with the general policy of 
the Act ; in cases falling within its provisions the Act transf regard 
to investment, a function ordinarily exercised by trastees from the trustees 
to the tenant for life. The only limitations imposed on him are those to 
be found in the Act itself—notably in the 21st and 53rd sections. By the 
53rd section a tenant for life, in exerc any power under the Act, is 
bound to have regard to the interests of all parties entitled under the 
eettlement, and, in relation to the exercise thereof by him, is deemed to 
be in the position and to have the duties and liabilities of a trustee for 
thoee parties. Supposing that this case had not fallen within the Act, 
and t the trustees had, in the exercise of their ordinary discretion, 
selected these securities in good faith, their discretion could not have been 
questioned ; they would have been acting within the scope of the authority 
conferred on them by the settlement. Similarly the tenant for life, in the 
exercise of his statutory power, cannot be controlled by the trustees or by 
the Court, so long as he really and honestly exercises his discretion. 
This the present tenant for life has done; he has considered the question 
of the ty of the investments, and has consulted a broker of good 
standing in the City of Londun, who has advised him on the subject. He 


w 
ties mentioned in the sub-section. Section 22 enacts that the qnvestment 
or_other application of capital money b Trustees ‘ 

p tothe direction of 


iscret 
that the only direction which the tenant for life could give to | has been 








(Reported by J. F. Waxzy, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MIDDLETON v. BRADLEY—Stirling, J., 23rd July. 
Parant—Acrtion ror InrrincEMENT—DiscontinusD—OCosts or ParticuLaRs 
or Ossecrions—Svus-szcrion 6, suction 29, or Parznr Act or 1883— 
Szcrion 43 or Parent AMENDMENT AcT OF 1852. 
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trial or has not been before the court or a judge, and that consequently 
there an yo no materials before me pon would justify me in = 
tifying particulars are reasonable and proper. I am not quite 
satisfied about that, for it may be thata mellek in the action, or par 
other interlocutory application, has been made, at the hearing whereof 
evidence on the point might have been given. The general language of 
section 29 is clearly not ited to cases where the action has been tried. 
The certificate is to be given (sub-section 6) ‘‘ by the court or a judge,” 
and that is the e of the preceding sub-sections. All these refer to 
, and therefore, I think, that I ought not to 
limit the application (sub-section 6) only to cases where the action is 
actually brought to trial. Consequently I confirm the view taken by the 
taxing master, and, therefore, I am unable to follow the decision of the 
Queen’s Bench in eee v. The Eastern Counties Railway Co., for the 
d upon which was 
ct of 1883.—Counsen, W. N. won; A.J. Walter. Soxscrtons, Vin- 
cont § Vincent, for Middleton § Sons, of Leeds. 


[Reported by Anrnur Morton, Barrister-at-Law.]) 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re STOGDON, Ex parte LEIGH—No. 1, 9th August. 


Banxavercy —Banxrurroy Norice—Form—Resipences at a Ciun— 
Oneprrorn ovr or THE JuRispicrion—Banxrvuptoy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vicr; c. 52), 8. 4, sun-szorton 1 (G.)—Banxrurrcy Russ, 1886, zr. 136 ; 

ULB, Fone 6. 


Appeal from an order of Mr. Registrar Linklater dismissing a bankruptcy 
The creditor eerved upon the debtor a bankrup’ 


petition. petitioning itcy 
notice req the debtor, within seven days, to pay to the tioning 
creditor “* of : , St. James’s, S.W.,”’ the sum of £2,525 6s. 10d., 
the ue on a final judgment obtained by him against the debtor. 


It-appeared that the petitioning creditor was absent out of England durin 
the seven —— but he stated in an affidavit that he had jon 6 power of 
to his solicitor, and that if the debtor had inquired at White's 
Clab he would have fuund out that he could pay the amount of the judg- 
ment debt to the solicitor at the solicitor’s address. The registrar he’ 
that the bankruptcy notice was bad as not giving a proper address, and 
dismissed the ion. The petitioning creditor ap . 
Poe Covrr (Lord Esuzn, M.R., Kay and A. L. Surrn, L JJ.) dismissed 


Eeuzr, M.R., said that the defect in the bankruptcy notice was in 

the address, which was not such an address as was contemplated by the 
Act and Rules. To give an address at White’s Club was to 

give an at which none of the requirements of the bankruptcy 
— with. Itreally amounted to giving no address at 


Kay, L.J., concurred. It was said’ that at White’s Club the creditor 
could be heard of. But if the address given was one at which the credito: 
' OG 0 nt ; only heart of, so tin tT payimnen 8 mm 

























anothe aare ould be heard Bt D ; 
england during the seven days, and it would be 





the debtor a bankrupt when payment could not 
7 ee ven within those seven days. 


A, L. Surrn, L.J., co -—OounssL, Cooper Willis, Q.0.; Herbert 
Reed, Q:0., and Frank Mellor. So.tcrtons, Mason § Edwards; ©. E. 


[Reported by W. F. Banny, Barrister-at-Law.} 


Re FOLLOWS, Ee parte FOLLOWS,—Vanghan Williams and Wright 
JJ.—Augoust 5th. 


Banxrvrrcy — Barkrvurtcy Notice —Jupement Dest — Executrion— 
INTERPLEADER Summons —Stay or Execurion—Banxrurrcy Act, 1883 
(46 Ann 47 Vicr. o. 52) s. 4, sub-section 1. (a). 


This was anappeal against a receiving order made upon non-compliance 
with the terms of a bankraptcy notice. Upon March 03 the petitioning 
en inst the debtor for £89 10s. 4d. He put in 
execution on M , and the sheriff sold on ape 10th for £42 10s. 3d., 
but did not hand over the net proceeds £29 16s. 9d. to the judgment creditor, 
because a claim had been made to them by a third person in consequence of 
which an interpleader issue was directed on April 30th. Upon April 22nd. 
the petitioning creditor issued and, on April 29th, served upon the debtor a 

notice calling upon him to pay the whole of the judgment debt 
£89 10s. 4d; The debtor failed to do so and a reseiving order was made 
_— bim on May 27th. From this he appealed upon the grounds :—1. 
; the interpleader issued acted asa stay of execution and therefore the 
bankruptcy notice could not be rightly issued under s. 4 sub-section 1 (g) of 
the Act, 1883. “A debtor commits an Act of Bankruptcy. .. . 
If a creditor has obtained a final judgment against him for any amount and 
execution thereon not having been stayed has served on him a bankruptey 
notice, &e. . . 2. That the bankruptcy notice was for a wrong amount, 
the creditor had already obtained £29 16s. 9d. at least by the execution, and 
eould not therefore issue « bankruptcy notice calling upon the debtor te pay 
= whole of the judgment debt. 
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enforce payment of. The creditor had no right to simultaneous] 
execution and ina a baabruvioynolige Tar the whale debt SS 
RIGHT, J,, concurred. Leave to appeal was granted.—CoUNsEL, Hansell, 
Muir Mackenzie. Soutcrrorns, Ralph Raphael; 7. White. 


(Reported by P. M. Faancxz, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


Re PURRETT £x-Parte PURRETT—Va Williams and Wright, JJ,, 
5th and 6th Aug. 


BANKRUPTOY—PRACTIOE—HEARING OF PETITION—ATTENDANCE oF 
Petiriontinc Crepiror—Ricut or Dersror to Cross-ExXamMing— 
Ranxruproy Aor, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52) s. 7—Banxruptoy Rous, 
1886, RR. 162 AND 164, 


This was an ade from a receiving order made by the Rogictres of the 
County Court at Luton. The debtor wasa tenant of Madame de Falbe, who 
obtained a judgment against him for over £300, whereon she issued a bank. 
ruptcy notice, and upon the debtor’s failure to iy therewith, served 
him with the petition upon which the receiving order had been made. At 
the hearing, the counsel for the debtor desired to cross-examine Madame De 
Falbe who was within the precincts of the Courts, but the Registrar refused 
to order her to attend, upon the grounds that her debt being on a judgment, 
and verified by her affidavit, her presence was not necessary until some 
—— was given to displace the judgment. The debtor appealed from 


AUGHAN WILLIAMS, J., allowed the appeal. His Lordship said that it 
was most important in bankruptcy to adhere strictly to the rules of 
practice. The rule applicable to this case was rule 164: ‘‘The porous 
attendance of the petitioning creditor and the witnesses to prove the debt 
and act of ee, or other material statements upon the hearing of the 
petition ye + Court shall think fit, be dispensed with.” t rule 
carried out the o 
































practice of the Courts which had always requ 
D Ort migh : 
g him. The registrar had power under the rule to 
dispense with the presence of the petitioning creditor, and in the present case 
he might rightly have done so on the nd that the cross-examination 
would have served no useful purpose. He had, however, gone upon the 
und that rule 164 had no application in the case of a judgment debt, and in 
that conclusion he was wrong and the case must go back to him to be 
re-heard. It must not he thonght that, in the case of a petition upon *| 






jodgment "5 ri inati i @ 


evidence to displace the judgment dence to displace the judgment 
RIGHT, J., was not prepared to dissent upon the facts of the case, 


having regard to the practice of requiring the petitioning creditors’ attendance 
but was of opinion that it did not appear from rule 164 that the petitioning 
creditor was required to be present, oy that he could be cross-examined unless 
he was present and gave evidence. 

CounsEL, G. M. Cohen; Reed Q.C., and Shearman. Sowicrrors, J. L. 
Calcott, Rowcliffes § Rawle, 


[Reported by P. M. Faarxs, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS. 
9 August.—Atszert Lomas (Manchester). 





LAW SOCIETIES, 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
We conclude our extracts from the report of the Council :— 
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cation of the officers of the Supreme Court, and su ed the desirability 
of inserting, after the word ‘‘ qualification,’’ the w **except where any 


such qualification is prescribed by etatute.’’ The Council pointed out 
that there are numerous appointments in the courts which can 7. be 
held by barristers and rolicitors of a certain number of years’ stan ing, 
these restrictions being imposed by statute, and the council thought it 
would not be right that these statutory requirements should be capable of 
being repealed otherwise than by statute. This Bill has since been with- 
drawn. 

Evidence in Criminal Cases Bill.—The Council considered this Bill, which 
has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor to enable accused persons to 
give evidence in their own cases, and following the course adopted on 

vious occasions they prepared a petition in its favour, which was 

sented to the House of Lords. The Council stated that in their 
opinion the existing law, which excludes the evidence of accused persons, 
produces substantial hardship and injustice, and that the proposed 
alteration would be of great benefit to so who may be 
charged with offences, and would produce no ip or injustice to 
those who are guilty. 

Judgments and Executions Draft Bill and Land Registry Charges Draft Bill.— 
The Lord Chancellor invited suggestions from the Council on the Draft of 
a Bill entitled the Judgments and Executions Bill which he proposed to 
introduce into Parliament. The first-mentioned Bill would reproduce the 
statute law relating to judgments and executions and proposed to repeal 
any enactment under which a judgment operates as a charge on lands, 
and to make some simplifications in the machinery for registration. In 
the memorandum and notes on clauses which accom the Draft Bill, 
certain amendments of the law were mentioned, and it appeared to be an 
open question whether consolidation should wait an amendment or vice 
gersd. The Council strongly recommended that amendment should 

de consolidation, and this view seemed to be shared by the Lord 
cellor, as in the draft of another Bill, entitled the ‘‘ Land Registry 
Charges Bill,’”’ which the Lord Chancellor su uently sent to the 
Council for consideration, it was proposed to re **so much of any 
enactment as makes a judgment, whether obtained on behalf of the Crown 
or otherwise, operate as a charge on land, or on any interest in land, or on 
the unpaid purchase-money for land.’’ By this Bill it also cnet to 
repeal the law keeping alive certain judgments and Crown debts dated 
before 1865. The Council communica to the Lord Chancellor their 
approval of this Bill. On the draft Judgments and Executions Bill they 
have sent a report to the Lord Chancellor, in which they pointed out that 
while the effect of the Bill, if passed into law, would be to repeal the 
existing statutes, the Bill would reproduce the statute of 13 Ed. I. with 
the addition that under an ¢/egit a judgment creditor might seize any land 
of which the debtor is seized at the time of entering the judgment, and they 
ressed their opinion that the time had arrived when purchasers for 
ue ought to be relieved from the risk of having property, which they 
had honestly bought or paid for, seized by a creditor of the vendor who 
had obtained a ju ent against him before the date of sale. They 
suggested that the Bill would be more useful if it consolidated the whole 
of the law on the subject—that is, the law contained in the decisions of 
the courts as well as in the statutes ; that writs of elegit should be abolished 
as all the practical results of the writ can be secured by the cheaper and 
more expeditious process of a summons in the action in which the 
judgment was recovered, on which summons the creditor can ask the 
court for a sale or receiver ; that the owner of land ought to be enabled to 
make a title to land subject only to such incumbrances as appear on the 
title, and that the cumbrous machinery of registration and search might 
be abolished ; that a judgment creditor should, if he seeks to avail himself 
of his debtor’s land, proceed in the action for a receiver for sale, and, if 
necessary, by injunction to restrain any dealing with the land, and that 
he should have no other right; and they recommended that a positive 
enactment should be passed that a purchaser for value of land should not 
be affected (notwithstanding registration) 7: (a) Any judgment, execution, 
writ of execution, or equitable execution by way of receivership order, 
unless possession had been taken before the purchaser completes his 
purchase ; (6) Any Crown debt or dis pendens. The Council also renewed a 
suggestion made in 1888, that were benny in Bankruptcy ought to be 
_—— or to be void as against purc , and they attention to 
er points of detail. 


Perjury Bili.—The council, at the request of the Lord Chancellor, con- 
sidered the draft of this Bill, which is intended to consolidate the statutes 
relating to this subject, but they made no observations on it, except a 
suggestion that, as the old Acts to be consolidated referred to the offence 
of ‘‘ subornation of perjury,’’ it was desirable to enact that the new term 
used in the Bill of ‘ procuring the commission of perjury ”’ should have 
w same legal effect as the term ‘‘ subornation of perjury ” had in the old 

cts. 


Administration of Estates (Consolidation) Bill.—At the request of the Lord 
Chancellor the council considered this Bill, which is an of the series 
of Bills brought in to consolidate different branches of the law. The 
memorandum states that it does not propose to deal with cnactments 
relating to the Inland Revenue or to judicial procedure, but deals with the 
residue of the enactments relating to the administration of estates which 
at present are spread over Acts, the list of which occupies seven pages of 
the index of the statutes. The Bill deals with the law as to the real estate 
of deceased persons only where it comes into contact with the law of their 
personal estate or their legal personal representatives. It does not profess 
to make any alteration in the existing law, except on some small matters 
of procedure referred to in the memorandum. The council submitied 
several suggestions on matters of detail for consideration of the Lord 
Chancellor, and the Bill amended in some its in accordance with these 
suggestions has now been brought into the House of Lords. 








The Solfcitors Act, 1888.—The following report of the committee 
with th seoutution panel bey Spon tel ad doeee. 
e uw on Jani 

1889, the committee it the of their from 
the 12th of August, Mgt ge tng: Se fifth was made), 
oe ee eens , when the committee rose the Vacation. 
In July, 1894, Mr. Ric’ Mills resigned his seat on and con- 
sequently became disqualified as a member of the committee. with- 
drawal is a very great loss. Not only was he most and careful 
iS Go Saitinent of ble Gatien Wines the rota for but he was 
ways y to undertake special work to assist the committee, or meet the 
convenience of a colleague. The Master of the Rolls has 2 oe Mr. 
Henry Manisty to fill the caused by the resignation of Mr. Mills. 


Between the 12th of August, 1893, and the llth of August, 1894, the 
committee has held 103 es Disag i pt You general business 


and 49 were for cases, 
have been made to the committee, 
solicitors to have their names removed from the roll at their own 


3 
i iH 


which was then pete the Master of the Rolls. Of the remaining 
122 applications 7 disclosed no case for as 13 were withdrawn by 
leave of the committee; three were for causes struck out of the 
list ; four stand adjourned sine die ; 22 were heard, and seven are awaiting 
hearing. At the date of the last report 15 cases were a’ hearing 
re mepe pmemnag Pome five were withdrawn leave of the com- 
m , Six were sepusteh co Cemnares number of cases 
heard during the year to 23), ree were adjourned generally, and in one 
case the solicitor died before the hearing. In seven of the 28 applications 
which were heard the solicitor was exonerated. In the remaining 21 the 
committee found that the c’ were wholly or proved, and upon 
the reports being brought before the court nine were struck off 
the roll, three solicitors were from practising, and one was 
ordered to pay the costs of the before the committee and the 


court. Eight cases have been set down for hearing 


4 
i 
i 


not been reached. In two cases the solicitors from 

inade by the Divisional Court, but in both cases the orders were confirmed, 
and the appellants ordered to pay the costs. At the date of the last 
annual report 14 cases had been set down for by the court, but 
had not been reached. These have since been dealt as follows :—In 
four cases affec three solicitors, the solicitors were struck off the roll ; 


the 
court, and two were referred back to the committee. 
were made on those two cases, with the 
struck off the roll and one was exonerated. 
entrusted to the committee, they have in 19 cases allowed to 
£1,391 8s. 2d. in full discharge of costs, which, as sent in, amounted to 
£1,491 6s. 4d. All cases which were ready for hearing before the 
tion were heard by the committee, and their reports have been filed in all 
cases heard, so that the new year begins without 

On behalf of the Committee, Bunz. G. Laxz, Chairman. 
Law Society’s Hall, October 5th, 1894. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, -lane, London, on W: ’ 


the 14th inst., Mr. Henry C. Beddoe, J.P. (Hereford), in the chair, 

other directors present being Mesars. W. Beriah Brook, Grantham R. 
Dodd, Samuel Harris (Leicester), A Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), 
F. Halsey Janson, John H. Ka: Parker, Richard Pennington, 


F. 
J.P., Sidney Smith, F. T. Woolbert, and J-'T. Scott, secretary. 
A sum of £525 was distributed in grants of relief, five new members 
admitted to the association, and other general business transacted. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orpsr or Court. 


Friday, the 9th of August, 1895. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High of Great 
Britain, do hereby transfer the action mentioned in the schedule hereto to 
the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Kexewicu (1895—O—No. 1,293). 
Between Joseph Richard Cobb (plt) and Nelson’s Battleship Foudroyant, 
ld, and Edward Powys Cobb ray A sremeens oO. 








Wakrninc To InTeNDING Hovss Purcuasens anp Lassexs.—Before pur- 


chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements 3 
Examined from Engineering (Carter Bros, 
65, Victecle cnet tbr di ms Fee py pore godin 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

The —_ is announced of Mr. Howstt Epmunp Jackson, Associate 

Justice of the United States Supreme Court. In 1886 he was appointed 

President Cleveland Uni States District Judge for Western 

, and in 1893 he was AL an Associate Juetice of the 

United States Supreme Court. He had been in failing health for a long 

time, and his absence caused the rehearing of the celebrated income-tax 
case. 


APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Faav. W. Muza, solicitor of Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for taking the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married 
Women. Mr. Miller is a commissioner for oaths. He is also a commis- 
sioner for taking acknowledgments of deeds and affidavits for the State of 
New York, U.S.A. 


Mr. F. H. Mettor, barrister, has been appointed Revising Barrister for 
one of the divisions of Lancashire. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vuTions. 
Tuomas Gui Tyter and Atrrep Epwarp Honson, solicitors (Tyler & 
Hobson), Birmingham. Aug. 7. [ Gazette, Aug. 9. 
Writ Boyre and Cuanres Henry Rvruerrorp, solicitors (Boyle & 
Rutherford), Liverpool. July 31. [ Gazette, Aug. 13. 


GENERAL. 


The Zimes cays : It has been decided that the consideration of all local 
and personal Bills hung up prior to the dissolution shall be further 
deferred until next year. This is in accordance with the precedent of 
1892. The authorizing resolution, which must be submitted to both 
Houses, will declare that the Standing Order of the 2nd of July for the 
suspension of private Bills be held applicable to the next session of Parlia- 

It is irable that certain of the Provisional Order Bills now 
before Parliament should become law with as little delay as may be, and 
je tee oqans is, therefore, that such of theee as are unopposed shall be 

to 


proceed forthwith. 

The fourteenth session of the Institute of International Law has been 
held at Cambridge. Among the subjects discussed were the question of 
revising the Berne Convention—a subject of considerable interest at the 
present moment, inasmuch as the union for the protection of copyright is 
about to hold a meeting for this purpore. The question of the penal 
sanction which should be given to the Geneva Oansention for the im- 

t of the lot of wounded soldiers in time of war, was also con- 
sidered. It was resolved that a belligerent State which holds itself 
ved by a violation of the Convention of Geneva is entitled to 
demand, b ragetieation through a neutral Power, the institution of an 
inquiry. e belligerent State against which the inquiry has been 
demanded is bound to institute this inquiry, to punish those who shall have 
been found guilty, and to communicate t © result of the inquiry to the 
other belligerent through the same han Power.’”’ Other subjects con- 
sidered by committees were contraband of war and nationality. 


The following notice has been issued respecting the business in the 
Probate and Divorce Registries during the Long Vacation :—The regis- 
trars of the Probate and Divorce Registries of her Majesty’s High Court 
of Justice will not tax any bill of costs or proceed upon any petition for 
alimony during the Long Vacation until Thursday, the oith of October, 

under s: circumstances to be stated in a written application 
addreseed to them. Last Wednesday and every succeeding Wednesday 
until the 23rd of October inclusive, one of the registrars will sit at the 
— Probate Registry, Somerset House, to hear summonses at 11.30. 

ednesday and on the 28th inst., September 11 and 25, and October 
9 and 23, one of the registrars will sit at the principal P robate Registry, 
Somerset House, to hear motions at 12.30. All papers for motions are 
to be left at the Contentions Department, Somerset House, before two 
o’clock on the preceding y- The offices of the Probate and 
Divorce Registries will be opened at ten o’clock and closed at four, 
except on Saturdays, when they will be closed at two o’clock. The De- 
partment for Literary Inquiry will be entirely closed until September 23. 








Oty any Razz Fine Insurance ear! &c., wanted to complete a 
im .—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
VT 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Faivay, Aug. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurrep 1x CHancEry. 


Denaves Bs Srzurer Co, Linrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Se 
dresses, and the 


$e, to cant tate 
names and their de debts or claims claims, to 


illiam Rees aud 


Trallwn rd, tlcammenlot. Gi Glamorganshire. Slater, Swansea, solor for 








Sowpusm & Co, Limrrep—Croditors are bap yy Fay Fm gh > oi 
sames and addrenses, an the particulars of the their debta or claims, to Wawin win Arthur 
Whittemore, 3, Stamford grove West, Upper Clapton N 
County Patatine or LANcASsTER. 
: Lomrrep mx CHanceny- 
Dawsow Hrit. Maxvracturtye Co, Luuren—Petn for Bon yp up, Aug 8, 
directed heard at the Chancery Office, 9, Cook st, na on weedy. Aug 20. 
Innes, Norfolk st, Manchester, solor for appearing m the 


petner. Notice of 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 19 
Srawwanigs oF Cornnwa.i. 
Lowrep in CHANCERY. 
Tromay, a agli 9 for winding u; +e Aug 2, directed to be heard before the 


etry the Lig 8 me on sheeadey, Aug 22, at 11. Denneity 
Truro, or Thomas, Hi why ® ‘or petner. must reach 
p na Lavan fae See ee Se dok tn the ne phd 21 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES =" 
Finst Bristow Move. Buitpixe ete Stafford. Aug 
Guywn Conway Frienpty Socigry, G! yn Conway, et July 27 
Hinpiey Ixpusrria, Sarrnerps ae Socizry, Star Inn, Chapel green, Hindley, 


Lancs. Aug 3 
Mount Bynes, Bostoy, anp Sxirpeck Lawp Socigry, Liurrep, 40, Market pl, Boston, 


Norta Barrozs Faizwpty Society, White Bull Inn, Church st, Blackburn, Lancs. July 27 
London Gazette—Turspay, Aug. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lunrep m CHancery. 

Avsrratia, Lourep—Creditors are requested, on p hagnog * Au 
addresses, and of their ¢ debts or claims, to ward Fe Finsbury 
piven, Blomfield st. Davidson & Morriss, 40 and. 2. [a Victoria st, solors for 

qui 

ah ATER, Tanqueray, & Paayre, Limrrep—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, 
—- July 31, it was ordered that the be yg om | windi role the above be con- 

Storey & Cowland, 22, Theo "s y’s inn, solors for petners 

Iupentas Barrisu East Avnica Co, jpn Be Aeron 
to send their names and addresses, and the i 
Company, 2, Pall Mall East. Harwood & 

Prevuatic Typewriter, age Preyne s m rm dager on or oy ore Hept ay to -—_ 
their names and addresses, and the particulars their debts or claims. am 
Nursey, 2, Trafalgar bldgs, Northumberland avenue. Ward & Co, Seeds st, 

8 eo S Pinwee a Sons, Li ( Credit: 

in James FARMER 8, LimiTEp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)— itors are required, 
and addresses a gn of theit 


eater. Me eton & Co, Mam 


$1, to send their names, 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
a Sicx Society, Primitive Methodist Chapel, George st, Dudley, Worcester. 
ug 3 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazetie.—Faipay, Aug. 2. 
Cottixs, Ji Dory, t st, Tail 6 K Collins, Chitty, J Wi 
-: psoas. - nx, Regen or Sept uetgens Vv ins, y ard, 
London Gazette.—Turepay, Aug. 6. 
Picort, Aywa, Reigate, Surrey Sept 24 Scholefield v Bell, Kekewich,J Hawes, Great 
Winchester st 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Aug. 9. 
Coorgzx, Epuuxp, Wallin m ome, Gent Sept 16 Alpe v Robson, Stirling, J 
Brighten & Lemon, Fenchurch 


Liste, Josern James, Winchester, Oe Clerk on 1 
Hawkins, Chief Clerk Budd, 2, Chancery lane, W.C. 


Cheeseman v Naldrett, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gaszete.—Tuxrspay, August 6. 
Banracioven, Joun, Brighouse, York, Cotton Broker Augi0 Jubb & Co, Halifax 
Brake, Hennierta, Herts Sept2 Paice & Cross, Furnival inn 
Cuanwiey, Jonx, Lancaster, Farmer Septi4 W & R Ascroft, Preston 
Davis, Manta, Blackheath Sept 2 Maggs, Hampstead 
Dawson, Samvet Hurgioy, Great Yarmouth Gent Augi Tolver Walters, Great Yar- 


mouth 
——«—~ Suver Baipass, Shanghai, China Sept 18 Harwood & Stephenson, Lom- 


Ge.v, Harzizt, Bristol Sept 17 Gwynn & Masters, Bristol 
Gouxp, Joux, Gravesend Sept7 Carr & Martin, Gt Tower st 
Hatz, Estuss, Twerton on Avon Sept 23 Little & Lyle, Bath 


er = Constance Emuity, Shaldon South Devon Sept 209 E F & H Landon, New © 


st 
Horton, Evizasetu, Carmarthenshire Sept 3 Hopgoods & Dowson, Whitehall pl 
How srr, Capt Frepenicx, Bayswater Sept2 Knight, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Soames, Biaas Joxzs, Tvgwyn Mochdre, Denbigh, Farmer Sept 1 Jones & Co, 


way 
meee ~ Ropest, Ledsham, York, Gardener Sept 21 Claude Leatham & Co, Wake- 
James, WittiAm Cunistornes, Lucknow, India, Major Sept 12 Stibbard & Co, Leaden- © 


Jones, Joux, Rhuddlan, Flint, Farmer Oct 1 Bromley, Rhyl 

Joxzs, Many, Rhuddlan, Flint Oct1 Bromley, Rhyl 

Law, Mary Jayz, Barnstaple, Devon Sept 20 Law & Co, Barnstaple 
Maruen, Joun Laurance, Grafton st, Refreshment Contractor Sept 6 


Nosxz, Josern, Brighouse, Yorks, Gent Aug 21 Furniss, Brighouse 

Ports, Cuances Fazpenick, Liverpool, Grocer Aug 25 J G & T Marshall, Sunderland 
Roparrs, Amos, York, Innkeeper Sept 10 Smith & Son, Sheffield 

Saqui, Sanau, Southport Sept 2 Colyer & Colyer, Wych st, Strand 





Smith & Bon, : 


Wixor, Faepesicx Witiram Cuanxe, Sale, Chester, Gent Sept 14 Marson, Manchester E 





BEF ee 











J Ward, 


wes, Great 


Stirling, J 


’ Naldrett, 


Halifax 


Great Yar- 


nson, Lom- 


andon, New 
all pl 

; 

mes & Co, 
: Co, Wake- 
Co, Leaden- 


nith & Son, 


Sunderland 


Manchester 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Faivay, Aug. 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asaam, JENNY ALyor, Kingston upon Hull, Dressmaker 
Kingston upon Hull Pet A hd Ord Aug 7 

AvexanveER, GronGE wy > een, M 
Dealer High Court Angi “Ord Aug 1 

Arsivsox, Gzonoz, Bilecroft, Cumbrid, Y cae an Keeper 
Whitehaven PetAugé Ord Aug 

Averix, J James, Barking ae eee Taber Merchant High 
Court Pet July 4 Ang S, 

BeprorD, ee | Hanrotp, ifax, Jeweller Halifax 
Pet Aug 6 Ord Aug 6 

pecs, pe By rne, Cornwall, Jeweller Truro 
Pet Aug7 Ord Aug7 

Bovexs, James, Preston, Lancs, Clerk High Court Pet 
July 31 Ord July 31 

Ganson, Joum urslem, Staffs, Joiner Burslem Pet Aug 
6 


Gorros, CHari “yt Harrow rd, Pawnbroker High Court 
July 17 Ord A he 

acome, Wituiam oe St Martin’s ct High Court 
Pet June 29 Ord Aug 5 

CaowTHER, wee — Yorks, Butcher Halifax 
Pet a Ord Aug 

Dawson, aa Blyth, Northumberland, P aa atte 
Newcastle on ‘tyne Pet Aug 6 oe Aug 6 

DexnaM, Jesse 

veller Leicester Pet Aug Py Ord Aug 3 

Evans, Davip, Ystradgynlais, Breos, Collier Neath Pet 
Aug7 Ord Aug7 

Fetitows, James Witi1am, Hemel re Fishmonger 
St Albans Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 3 

= Joun, Netherton, Grocer Dudley Pet Aug 6 
Ord Aug 6 


4 


UNSTERVILLE, 1 





Foster, Annie, Stoke upon Trent, Milliner Stoke upon 
Trent Pet July 25 Ord Aug7 

Feanxkuix, Corneivs, ye Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
Pet Aug 3 Ord Aug 

GoLpsBROUGH, a Bradford, Herbalist Bradford 
Pet . ons 3 Ord Aug 3 

Goop, G yoy Harleston, Accountant Ipswich Pet Aug 
6 Ord Aug 

Manes, zou, ne Srdift, Builder Cardiff Pet Aug 3 Ord 


oe Tuomas, the younger, See Sussex, Butcher 
Hastin et Aug3 Ord Au 

Hasketr, Rad RIDEL, A, Perambulator 
Manufacturer Stourbridge Pet July 29 Ord Fe tha 

1 Henry Me vitxe, Leigh, Essex, Clerk Ch 

Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 3 

dll caret Carlisle, Butcher Carlisle Pet 
Aug 3 Ord op te 

Horxinsoy, Jonn Frarruise, Hotel Metropole, North- 
umberland avenue, Officer High Court Pet July 10 
Ord Aug 2 

Hvcues, Dawret, Bootle, Lancs, Timber Merchant Liver- 
pool Pet July 33 Ord Aug7 

James, Sipyey, Bristol, Commercial Traveller Bristol Pet 
July 26 Ord Aug7 

Joxzs, Jony, Abergele, weer Licensed Victualler 

or Pet Aug3 Ord A 

Lams, Witu1am, Blackburn, Chithier Blackburn Pet 
July 16 Ord Aug?2 

Lecxensy, Jonny, ay me Durham, Faeries Stock- 
ton on Tees ' Pet Augé Ord Aug 

Mayes, Jussz, Sandy, “a ake Keeper Bedford 
Pet Aug 3 Ord Aug 

Meats, ILLIAM, Eastbourne, Contractor Eastbourne 
Pet July 16 a Aug 

Merrerz, C W, & Co, ‘Gracechurch st High Court Pet 
June 20 Ord Jul 

Mzncer, ry Brad: ord, Plumber Bradford Pet Aug1 


Aug 
essere, Waites Mercatre, West tom, Iron- 
Sounder fg amare Pet July 23 Ord Aug 3 


y< 
Movtp, Cuantes, Ashton under Lyne, Chemist’s Assistant 
Ashton under Lyne PetAug7 Ord Aug7 
vay <9 a, Wells, Baker Norwich Pet Aug 
ug 
New, saa | 7—-* Dock, Glam, Clothier Cardiff Pet 


A 
ay RE Re Fare Temstes, Tottenham High 
Court Pet July 31 Ord July 
Oscuanp, Frepsrick James, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet 
Aug3 Ord Aug 3 
Pickuaver, Ricuagp, Kin _ om Hull, Fruit Merchant 
Ra vo aes a » Bub m.. ae Court 
WLINGS, CHARLES THUR, 0 ite st 
Pet July2 Ord July 31 
Ricuarps, Timoruy, anand Glam, Grocer Neath Pet 
Aug7 Ord Aug7 
Rovents, Georez Kewnpatt, New Brighton, Cheshire, 
= Licensed Victualler Birkenhead Pet Aug7 Ord Aug7 
Roserrs, Lionen Wonrsiey, Up Bedford place, Gent 
High Court Pet Julyi2 O 
Surrn, Jon» Ivoram, New eeeer, gy HR Hotel Keeper 
Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 2 
press a rd, Leather Merchant High Court 
ug 6 
Tarmuw av, ane ye Botchergate, Carlisle, 
onger Carlisle Pet Aug3 Ord A 
Tice, Witt1am, Westminster, Gas Engineer ce es Court 
June 20 Ord Augl 
Wa.xey, Joun Wiitam, Paigumeuh, Cabinet Maker 
Exeter Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 
Witiams, Jouny, danidloes, 3 
Newtown Pet Aug7 Ord Aug7 
Woovvixe, Gzoras, Warwickshire, Hairdresser Coventry 


Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 6 
The towing omens amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
the London Gazette of July 19:— 
Cocgax, Ricumowp, Oldham, Lanes, Clothier Ashton 
under Lyne Pet July Ord July 9 








FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALEXANDER, Groncs ALBeat, Pimlico, Music Dealer Aug 
22 at ll bldgs, Carey st 

Axypersox, Jonw Micaart, Brentwood, Essex, Grocer Aug 
16 EE Rec, 95, Temple chambers, Temple 
avenue, 

Astox, Rosert, Northallerton, York, Innkeeper Aug 19 
at 11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Baxsr, Epwix Tomas, Ni Yarn t Aug 16 
at 12 Off Rec, St Peter's Nettinghast 


urch walk, N 
Bourke, James, Preston, Lanes, Clerk Aug 22at 12 Bank- 


Bairtrox, eS —— Tees, Printer Aug 28 at 3 Off 
6, “ 
Burros, G W, Norfolk, Farmer Aug iéat4 Off 
Ree, 8, Norwich 


Cuamp, Stepney, Milton next 
Aug 19 at 11.30 Of Ree, 149, Tish ot, Rock 

Crarke, Waiter ALpRIper, — 16 at 
12 Of Temple a wee Temple avenue 

C008, Taomee Bricklayer Aug 16 at 3.30 Off 


orwich 
—_ Tuomas Peg Chichester, Farmer Aug 16 at 
otel, Chichester 
oom Grants Harrow Carer Aug 21 at 11 
Bankruptcy 


Daz, coca, bet age on By Aug i6at 12 Off 
Rec, 95, Tem le chmbrs, maple avenue 

Dewuan, ee NSTERVILLE, Leicester, Commercial Tra- 
on ad | 16 at 12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, 


Dix, kf aay Norwich, Boot ° seemed Aug 16 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwi 

Don NITHORN 8, Epwargp GrorGs = Moons Twickenham Aug 

17 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

E.aes, Tuomas, Wainfleet All Saints, _, Builder Aug 
21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 48, High st, 9 

Frost, Groner, be py me Derby >. earl Aug i 
at'12 Rutland arms Hotel, Bakewell 


Gamuex, Frances Jzan, Portsea, Clothier Aug 16 at 3 
Off Ree, Cambri idge J P ith 


unction, High ortsmou! 
Goop, Groraz, erie, Accountant ugiéatil 36, 
Princes st, Ipswich 
Hersertnetron, Morvat, Carlisle, Butcher Aug 20 at 2.30 
Off 29, Lowther st, Carlisle 
Hopesox, Tuomas H, Higher Tranmere, Ches, Super- 
panne | Aug 16 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


Houses, St nes at trHew Ex:wes, Thurlby. Lines, 
Proprietor Sept 6 at 2 Law Comte, ew rd, 


Locxwoop, Tom, Wakefield, Grocer Aug i6at10.15 Off 
Rec, Bond terrace, Wakefield 


Merrsr, C A & Co, Gracechurch st Aug i6at12 Bank- 


ru 
sees Bara brand Plumber Augi9atil Off Rec, 
31, Wiser 2 row, B: 


Miiis, Cuaries Deron Battersea, Gas Engineer Aug 
Bankru; 


19 at 2.30 
on ent, Miler Aug 1 


Morais, Grorcr Harry, 
at3 Spencer & 


Onam, Frepericn Henry Pavt Perrirr, St Paul’s rd, 
Tottenham, Clerk Aug 16 at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


st 

Owen, warp, Harrow rd, Ponrypridd, Builder Aug 16 
at 12 Off Ree, Mecthy ryan 

Paxton, semana Reep, Stockton on Tees, Cycle Agent 
Aug 28 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


mee Arruur, Bishopsgate st Aug 21 at 


Rotre, Joux, Aston Carpenter Aug 16 at 
12 Off Rec, 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Saissury, Tomas Freperick Trumsitz, Manchester 

Stationer Aug 16 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


Storr, Gsorcz Hewry, Pontefract, Yorks, Pleasure 
= 4 r Aug 16 at 11 Off Rec, 6, Bond 


Taimuwatt, Roseat be ara Botchergate, Carlisle, 
Fishmonger Aug 20 at 2 ‘Off Rec, 29, Lowther st, 


Waxnp, Atrrep, Widnes, Lancs, Cycle Dealer Aug 20 at3 
Off Ree, 36, Vistoris ot, Laverpoat 

Warsow, Gzonor, Peter, Lincolnshire, Cotta ger 
Aug 2lati2 Off 48, High st, Boston 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asranams, Jacos, Cannon Furniture Dealer High 
Court Pet June 14 rt ‘Rug 3 
Apram, Jzyxy spon Hal ull, Dressmaker 


Pa Augé 0 Ord An 
Gnona e segues, Sa Music Dealer High 
ug ug 5 
pe... Gzoras, Silecroft, Cumbrid, Beerhouse Keeper 
Whitehaven Pet Aug 6” Ord Aug 6 


Birp, Faompe ¢ Coverick, pate, Wores, Grocer Wor- 


— 


cester July 16 Ord ast 

Bosexce, Joszru, Camborne, wall, Jeweller Truro 
Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 7 

Bovrxs, Jamns, Preston, Lancs, Clerk High Court Pet 


July 31 Ord July 31 
Rows, a aoe, Tunbridge Wells Brentford Pet 
July 17 Ord Ai 


ag gunme, Leeds Pet June 13 Ord 
Ca Se Denes ene, Sele Burslem Pet Aug 
Casz, Samust, Brixton, Hotel Valuer High Court Pet 


uly 27 Ord Aug 6 
Conzeyx, Gzoros cuesTER, Temple. Barrister at Law 


per, ana, Hales, Pet April 19” 2 os} Pot July a1 


uly 31 
Dawe, J ;, 
eo sy cima High Court Pet 





Borges, Ji 
Leicester July 30 Ord 8 
Dowaty, Wares 
Ord July 
Evaws, Da Yetradgynlais, Brecs, Collier Neath Pet 
Aug? Ord Aug? 
Fvercuss, Joux, hss aa Dudley Pet Aug 6 
helo) A 
Tusa Park, Gent 


Tul; 
aan ua Hea = ears brentford Pet July 


Leeds, Boot Manufacturer Leeds 
wAPet Aug 3 santary, Loe 
GoLpsBRovueH, am, Bradford, Herbalist Bradford 


Apaag. 
Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 3 
Gone, Soeten, Heaton, Semana Ipswich Pet Aug 
gy 581 


ae sy (jus »» pin, Essex, Butcher 

Harenan, Hawa Mavi tig, Essex, Clerk Chelms- 
, 8. Ro: : Seed Merchant 

aan, a eres, - 

eS oe yy Carlisle, Butcher Carlisle 


oy Joa, 
Bet Ma May 23 Ord Aug 5 


Jw, Baca, Seenegeen Gee an High Court Pet 
an 
Jonss, Jou, Abergele, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler 


Aug2 Ord 
Lacxauee, Segaed Easlescliff, Duthem, Traveller Stockton- 


6 Ord Aug 6 
Lipinerox, Saran Jane Leusuis, Bristol, Grocer Bristol 
Pet July 25 Ord Aug 


7 
na Aveustus Leanwece De st, Char- 
eaely Seems (seven Toy yg Court Pet May 


a” Ord July 
Mansristp, Hasotp Aveustu Surrey, late 
Engineer High Court Pet Jan 17. Ord Aug 5” 


May Jxss Beerhouse K 
Shes oa 
ae ¥ enems Bradford Pet Aug i 
Aug il 
Mitts, Cuartes Epwarp, Kassala rd, Battersea, Gas En- 
apn “High Court Akon eer pon 0 2 
Mow p, ems ond see under Cl ’s Assistant 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Aug Aug 7 
NEAL, ip Meoemnat Mp Harry, ome Norfolk, Baker Norwich 
New tomas, Bary Dock, Glam, Clothier Cardiff Pet 


A 
woap, Sanu A... y ~ = Chancery lane, Law Stationer 


Pet June 13 Ord Aug 6 
OncHarp, Me ‘ey ——e Bristol, Butcher 
Bristol Pet Aug3 Ord 


nore Rica. Hull, Fruit Merchant 
era 7 Ord Aug? 
Poruam, tan, Hava pea Sees Court Pet 





—— Ret July Ord July 


Amnentinh watinn etetaotes Set ‘nal OF Re 
don Gazette of Aug 2:— 
Caxesaeap, Stesuex Da Romford, Provision Mer- 
oi aess Chelmsford Pot June 24 Ord July 26 
London Gasette.—Tonsvay, Aug. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Auiagvics, Axpasw Roprxsox, , Wigton, Horse Breaker 


Pet 9 Ord Y 
Asn, Bowano, Gifton, Army ru Preston Pet Aug 


o oa? 
mae ieee Miner Dewsbury Pet AugsS Ord 
es ey eneTiee BO eee 
Buagerratt, Jann Gliton, Bristol Pet Aug 8 


sookro Agworrus Maray Mandeyorh. Comminin 
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Baoapsent, Txomas, Sheffield, Musical Instrument Dealer 
Sheffield Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 
Camrsett, Writram, Barrow in Furness, Crane Driver 
Barrow in Furness Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 8 
Carr, Jonx bangs >} a ‘oor, o_o Hosier 
Whitehaven Ang © Ord Aug 
Cuatrertox, Samver, Old Balingbroke, Lines, Miller 
Cc te map an age dy Oldb: Wi Mi 
RADDOCK, THOMAS, , or —T:, ‘ores, Miner 
West Bromwich’ Pet ‘Aug 8 Ord A 
Crysto., Davip, Nantyglo, Mon, Clothier" “diblieine Pet 
Ang 9 Ord Aug 9 
Dowson, Trnza, Blackpool, Milliner Preston Pet Aug 9 
Ord Aug 9 
aa, Spas, St Albans, Builder St Albans Pet Aug 
E..woop, Waecsam Wuarexeran, Warwick, Fg Carlisle, 
Farmer Carlisle Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 1 
FPersuzy, Joun Herurrixotron, Furnival’s oy Holborn, 
High Court Pet July 4 Ord Aug 1 
Fo.xes, a ee Cambs, Farmer Cambridge 
Pet A vey Ord Aug 10 
Fuu.woop, Bensauiy, Tickhill, Yorks, Farmer Sheffield 
Pet J July 25 Aug 8 
Ger, Euiry, Grays, a Tob ist Pet 


Aug 10 Y~ =~ 
ale rd, St Pancras High Court Pet 


a> Gnenen :™ FRED, Bestiann, House Agent 
Portsmouth Pet A Ord Aug 

Guuuze, Wii, re Epiecopi,_ 2 nr Ilminster 
Carpenter Yeovil Pet Aug9 Aug 9 

Haton, Wiiiam Troms. —— Bobbin Maker Brad- 
ford Pet Aug 9 A 

Hamitos, Wruuiam Loat sass Shoreham, 
Gent ton Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Hott, Frep, Horton, Sradford, — Stuffpresser 
Bradford PetAug9 Ord Aug 

Hvssarv, Percy Rorar, Croydon, Sailer Croydon Pet 
Aug7 Ord Aug7 

Jounson, Frep, 
ton upon Hull 

Laxz, THomas, 


or, Cam! 


Roachect 





Sussex, 


upon Hull, Boot Dealer Kings- 
Reman ded 9 Ord Aug 9 

aloes Solicitor’s 
Warwish Pohang Pet A 


Larxrs, ange Sy ter gl Bele “7 a Bee, Dairyman 


Livenseep, Aen bateen Ue omer Stockton on Tees 
Pet July 25 Ord Aug7 

Macseru, Avexaxpzr Rosertr, Clapham, Gusntoten 

andsworth Pet Augs Ord Aug 

Menew, Wituax Jat, Leeds, Travelling” } 
Leeds Pet A ug 7 Ord Aug 7 

say > eae ath, Carpenter Bath Pet Augs Ord 

ug 

Parxen, Joszgpn Wi1114m, Liskeard, Wine Merchant Ply- 
mouth Pet Augs Ord Augs 

Quancez, + com, Cees, Devonshire, Farm Bailiff Exeter 
Pet Aug 9 Aug 9 

= Tobe Mary x, Streatham, Widow Wands- 

Pet July 11 Ord Aug 8 

aimee. Daxret, Wigan, nee Licensed Victualler 
Wi Pet July 27 Ord A 

Row.anps, WILuiam, ae, Carmarthenshire, 

Farmer Pet me th 7 Ord Aug7 

Mineral Water 

ord Tet Aue 10 0 Ord Aug 10 
om, 1) Devonshire, Farmer Pet Aug 6 


ug 
Surrn, 7 Sowan, Pieninghem, Fender Maker Birmingham 
Pet April 2 Ord A 


Aug9 

Surrn, Jon, a ee Auctioneer Birmingham Pet 
Augil0 Ord Aug 10 

Srencen, — Liverpool, Tobacconist Liverpool Pet 
~~ Beg ug 7 

Srorr, Daviv Srorr, Witu1am Exurs Srorr, and 
Joux Epwaxp Srort, Brighouse, Yorks, Cotton Spin- 

Pet July 27 Ord Aug 9 

Tansee, JC, a Teversall, nr Mansfield, Notts, 

Horse Dealer ham Pet July 12 = July 31 

Tissetts, Seas Agrnur, Cradley Hea’ Staffs, 
Licensed Victualler Dudley Pet ‘Aug 8 “Ord Aug 8 

Tuck, Atrrep Jaxzs, Shoe Manufacturer 
Northampton 


Suearer, Witiiam, Camberley. 
Guildf 


, Baker Nottingham Pet 


and Jons Bick, red eae 
Pet Aug8 Ord A 


RECEIVING ORDER per 


Toxxix, Tuomas Harvey, Rosekestal, St Levan, Cornwall. 
Farmer Truro Ree Ord July 18 Rese Aug 3 ' 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asan, Jexxy shit Of Reo, Frnt ity Hi ss, . ~ 


8, Silecroft, brid, ptm deg Keeper 
Aug 21 at 12.30 Conny ‘Couns Moeen Whitehaven 
dares, come, Ee rd. Sher Mowhant Aug 23 at 
Beck, Azruvr, Ossett, are Aug 2 at ll Off 
Rec, Bank Batley 
Beprosp, CuaRLes ROLD, Halifax, Watchmaker Aug 
Ziatil Off Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
nes Bak James sath Aug @ atll1.45 Of 


oars, Cortwal, Jeweller Aug 20 at 12.30 Off 


See Hesas, Te iimbes Hemple avoaue Aug 22 at 12 


tony wegen he berland, Hosier 
Cony Jom County Court House, ” 


ven 





Cotzman, A, Mexfield rd, East , Builder Aug 21 at 
12 24, Railway app, London Bri 

Cow ere, Witstam amg - Martin’s ct Aug 23 at 
12 ptcy bldgs, Carey 

Cramer, Henry eae Brighton, Hosier Aug 20 at 2.30 

o Off Rev, 24, app, ndon Bridge Ge ok 

ROWTHER, peg righouse, Butcher Aug. 21 a 

Off Ree, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Daraixeton, Waiter, Bedford, Plumber Aug 21 at 11.30 
Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Fettows, James Wiiu1am, Alexandra rd, Hemel Hi 
stead, Fishm: Aug 22at3 Off Rec, 95, Temple 
chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Fow er, Hevry, Chiswick, Decorator Aug 20at3 Off 
Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, "Temple avenue 

Go.pssrover, Asranam, Bradford, Herbalist Aug 21 at 
11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Harcomss, Rosert Aypersoy, Liv , Oil Dealer Aug 
ati Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, iverpool 

Tr 2 Henry *"Metviue, Leigh Clerk Aug 20 at 
12.15 Institute, Clarence rd, Sou d, Essex 

shennan Ricsarp Price Hopkins, Oritons, R 
Horsham, Gent Aug 20 at 3 Off Rec, %, 
app, London Bridge 

Horxixsox, Jonx Frarruinc, Northumberland Same, 
Officer Aug 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bl Carey st 

Hueuzs, Dayret, Bootle, Lancs, Timber Merchant Aug 
23 at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

James, Stpxey, Bristol, Commercial Traveller Aug 28 at 
12 Off Ree, Bank chmbra, Corn st, Bristol 

JoRDAN, Roserr, Stanton Hill, Notts, Fishmonger Aug 20 
at12 Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Layrtow, RicHarp, Bishops Frome, Farmer Aug 21 at 11.30 
Off Reo, 45, C st, 

LimEBEER, Samu 7EL PAYNE, Landport, Corn | og and 
21 LF, Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Pi 
mou 

Mayes, Jessx, Sandy, Beerhouse Keeper Aug 21 at 12 
Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Aug 28 at 12.30 Off 


nr 
way 





Morzis, Grorex, Bath, Carpenter 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristo 

OagcHarp, as Jauxs, Bristol, Butcher Aug 28 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Bank ch rs, Corn st, B Bristol 

Pa =. Ev gs 1s, Rade ader, Radnorshire, Grocer Aug 20 at 1 

ni 

Pe et Howarp > =_— Wolverham; Commis- 
sion Agent Aug 20at10 Off Rec, Wo! verhampton 

Prior, Antaur Georee, Bishop’s Stortford, Coal Merchant 
Aug 20 at 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chbrs, Temple 


avenue, EC 
Quvaxce, Jouy, Axmouth, Colyford, Devon, Farm Bailiff 
ford circus, Exeter 


Aug 29 at11 Off Rec, 13, 
Rarctrrsz, Danret, Wigan, Lancs, Licensed Victualler 
Aug 2atll 16, Wood : st, Bolton 
Roserts, Lions, Wors.ey, Upper Beate Bedford pl, WC, Gent 
Aug 21 at12 Bankrw aptey y st 
Rostysox, Cornyetivs, Wicker, Shamed s y 5 Aug 
2lat3 Off Ree, Fi lane, Sheffield 
Row .anps, Witiiam, L deirne, Carmarth 
Aug 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Ca: 
STABLES, Paes od Bearnice, Russell rd, West Kensington, 
ing house Manageress Aug20at12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs oeear 
Susmay, Josey, Finchley rd, Leather Merchant Aug 28 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Temptetox, Samvzt, Blackhill, Durham, Mercantile Clerk 
Aug 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 
'yne 
Tuorr, Frepericx Gzores, Birmingham Aug 22 at 12 23, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
Tics, ee = —— , Gas Engineer Aug 21 at 11 
Bankruptcy ‘st 
Tistey, James, Sonics, Montgomeryshire, Chemist Aug 
rat's Se et A at 3 
URNER, ILLIAM, orks, Joiner ug 20 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Wartsox, Water, Handsworth, Staffs, Lithographic Ar- 
tists Aug 22at11 23, Colmore row, Birmin: 
Waker, Jouw Fe tn edherd cine , Cabinet Aug 
2atil Off Rec, 13 ord circus, Exeter 
Wuirts, veane Gzoncz, Emsworth, Hants, Builder Aug 
2 at 3.30 Off Cambridge ‘Junction, High street, 


Farmer 
en 


uu 
Woopvins, Grore Nuneaton, 
Aug 20 at 12 ‘Of —a 17, Hertford st, Coventry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Auiargpics, ANDREW Rgormece, ge, Cambell, Horse- 
breaker Ca: Aug 


er 

Asn, Eowazp, Clifton,  -F. ‘ensioner Preston Pet Aug 
9 Ord Aug 10 

Avstix, James, Barking rd, Timber Merchant High Court 
Pet July4 Ord Aug 10 

Rane, ! Epwis fs se peeiaghem, Yarn Agent Notting- 

Pet July13 Ord Aug9 

me Davin, jun, Lower Gornal, Staffs Dudley 

Pet Aug 8 


BLackwst1, Sian a Clifton, Builder Bristol Pet Aug 8 
Ord Aug 8 


Boutros, Aveustvus Heyry, Handsworth, Staffs, Com- 
mission t Bi Pet RA 9 Ord Aug 9 
noms, Sheffield, Musical Instrument Dealer 


BROaDBENT, 
Sheffield Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 
Byaxe, Jossen, Wood Green, nr Wednes , Staffs, 
Licensed Victualler Walsall Pet July 23 Aug7 
Cuatrertox, Samver, Old Bolingbroke, Lincs, Milier 
Boston Pet A mah oy 
Covenm CHARLES, w rd, Pawnbroker High Court 
‘et July 17 Ord Aug 9 
Cage] nee 1 eee Mon, Clothier Tredegar Pet 
ug 9 
DoxwitTHoRys, Jo Ll Gores Moore. Cotes tates, 
Twickenham Brentford Pet Oct 17 AT Ord Aug 7 
Dowson, Tizza, Blackpool, Milliner Aug 9 
Ord Aug 9 





ae. Wiruam Waterss, 
Carlisle Pet A 


pk gee 
10 Ord 
Seatan tis Jous, Swaffham Cambs, 
bridge Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug 10 
Gexx, Eurty, Grays, — Tobacconist Rochester 
Augl10 Ord Aug I 
Goppagp, Witu14m, Bexhill, Sussex High Court 
June 24 Ord Aug 9 
oe ~ Weer Tuomas, Bradford, Bobbin Maker 
‘et Aug 9 Ord Aug 9 
me. .th... Epwarp, and Frepesice Hauure 
erchants Nottingham 
nson, Liverpool, Colour Dealer 
erpool Pet July 31 Ord Aug 31 
Hasxerr, Taomas Bripet, Halesowen, Worcs, Pe 
yo Manufacturer Stourbridge ” Pet July 29 


ug 9 
Hit.ier, Epwarp, Meyrick rd, 
H wenn Hi on, ra Beak 
OLT, pa 0} G) tuffl-presser 
Pot P 
iceman Sears ~ Le Northumberland 
Officer High Court Pet July10 Ord Aug9 
Huvssarp, Percy Royat, Croydon, Builder Croydon 
Aug7 Ord A 
Hoeues, Daxini Bootle, Timber Merchant 
Pet July 22 Ord Aug 8 
Jounnson, Frep, or upon Hull, Boot Dealer Kings. 
ton upon Hull Pet Aug9 Ord Aug9 
Meats, Wii.1am, Eastbourne, Contractor Eastbourng 
Pet ~~ 15 Ord Aug 8 
ca 
et Aug7 Ord Aug7 


Moet Bn Bath, Carpenter Bath Pet AugsS Om © 


Aug 8 

Ourver, Tuomas Fraycis, Putney, Manager of Work® 
Taunton Pet Aug2 Ord Aug 10 

Parker, Josepn Wiit14m, Liskeard, Wine Merchant Ply. 
mouth PetAugs Ord Aug8 : 


~—— x, Jonux, Axmouth, Devon, Farm Bailiff Exeter — 4 


et AugS Ord Aug 9 
Suearer, Wiiuiam, Camberley, Surrey, 
Manufacturer ae Boo Pet Ro tt 
Srraeets, Evcar, Bexhill 
25 Ord Aug 6 
Tissetrs, Freperic Artavur, Cradley Heath, 
Licensed Victualler Dudley Pet Aug 8 Ord Aug8 


Mineral Water 
Ord Aug 10 


Ly Jams, Leeds, Travelling Auctions: ” 


ra 


tings Pet July © 


Tripp, Henry, ~~ Ye Blacksmith St Alban’s” 


Pet July17 Ord Au 
Tvox, Atraep James, i 
anu: rer Northampton 
Aug 10 


Northampton, 


Pet Aug 10 
Uapax, Franz Joser Rupotr, Basinghall st, Importer 
High Court Pet July 29 Ord Aug 9 
Vou.uramy, Heyry, a Bush, Architect High Court” 
Pet May 7 OrdA 
Wuire, Heyry Les, Btockley, Bucks, Draper Luton Pet 
July 12 Ord Aug 8 





All letters intended for publication: mn 
‘‘ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authentic 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher, ~ 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Posey 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soiicrrors JOURN. 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bo 
at the office—cloth, 2s, 9d., half law ¢ 
5s. 6d. 








EDE AND SON, 


nose | feb 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT : 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of © 
Judiaal Bench, 


of London, &e. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND B 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. * 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Go 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LO! 








